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Mr. BLACK. I just stated that both Senators approve 

the appointment. 
Mr. FESS. Very well; I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 

nomination is confirmed. 
Mr. BLACK. I ask that the President may be notified. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 

President will be notified. 
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS AT SAN ANTONIO, TEX. 

Mr. CONNALLY. From the Committee on Finance I re
port favorably the nomination of Harry L. Sexton, of 
Brownsville, Tex., to be collector of customs for customs col
lection district no. 23, with headquarters at San Antonio, 
Tex., and I ask unanimous consent for the present consider
ation of the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and, without objection, the nomination is 
confirmed; and, without objection, the President will be 
notified. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the Senator from Geor

gia [Mr. GEORGE] has reported favorably, from the Commit
tee on Finance, the nomination of Lawrence Wood Robert, 
Jr., of Georgia, to be Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in 
place of Ferry K. Heath, resigned. I ask . unanimous con
sent that the nomination may be confirmed at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask that the President may be noti
fied. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the President will be notified. 

RECESS 
Mr. SMITH. As in legislative session, I move that the 

Senate take a recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 28 min

utes p.mJ the Senate, as in legislative session, took a recess 
untif tomorrow, Friday, April 14, 1933, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 13 

· (legislative day of Apr. 11>, 1933 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

Lawrence Wood Robert, Jr., to be Assistant Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Peirson M. Hall to be United States attorney, southern 

district of Calif orriia. 
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 

Harry L. Sexton to be collector of customs for customs 
collection district no. 23. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, APRIL 13, 1~33 

The House met at 12 ·o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., 

offered the following prayer: 
O God, the eternal and univ~rsal Father, Thy holy name 

be praised for the length, the breadth, and the intensity of 
divine love seen in our Savior's holy passion. We pray in 
humbleness of heart, make us worthy, forgive us our sins, 
and make us stronger wherein we have failed. Create in 
us more and more the blessed virtues, showing pity where 
pity is needed, patience where patience is required, gentle
ness and forbearance where they will- encourage. O may we 
love where the temptation is to hate, and at all times bear 
one another's burdens. Teach us, dear Lord, these living 
qualities of life, and let them lodge in the inner courts of 
our souls. Brood over our President, our Speaker, and all 
Members of this Chamber, and help us all to bring forth 

the morning light of promise to our fellow men that they 
may have a -sweet release from their l!>ressing problems. 
May Thy kingdom come throughout the world, subduing 
racial prejudice, hateful dissensions, arrogance, dominating 
pride, and grasping selfishness, and may the Golden Rule 
of our gracious Heavenly Father be seen among all peoples. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read 
and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the President of the United 

States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of 
his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Horne, its enrolling 

clerk, announced that the Senate, sitting as a Court of 
Impeachment, has adopted an order relative to the answer 
of Harold Louderback, United States district judge for the 
northern district of California, to the articles of impeach
ment exhibited against him by the House of Representatives, 
an attested copy of which, together with an attested copy 
of said answer, by direction of the Senate was presented to 
the House. 

PAYMENT OF THE PAGES OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

for the present consideration of the following resolution. 
The Clerk read as fallows: 

House Joint Resolution 152 
Resolved, etc., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any 

money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the pay
ment of pages from April 1, 1933, until the end of the first session 
of the Seventy-third Congress, as follows: 

For 21 pages for the Senate Chamber at the rate of pay provided 
by law, so much as may be necessary. 

For 41 pages for the House of Representatives, including 10 
pages for duty at the entrances to the Hall of the House, at the 
rate of pay provided by law, so much as may be necessary. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, I did not know 

that we had to have a special resolution for the payment 
of the pages. I thought they came under regular appro
priations. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. They do, but we have to provide for 
the special session. 

Mr. SNELL. Is this the exact number we had previous 
to this time'! ·· 

Mr. BUCHANAN. The exact number and the same 
amount of pay. 

Mr. SNELL. It is necessary,_ then, because we do not 
have the appropriation for it under the legislative bill. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 

third time, was read the third time, and passed. 
ELECTION TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I present the following 
privileged resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 106 

Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby, 
elected members of the following standing committees of the 
House of Representatives, to wit: 

Flood Control: ROBERT T. SECRFST, Ohio; 
Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries: FRANCIS E. WALTER, 

Pennsyl vanla. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
EMERGENCY FARM MORTGAGE ACT OF 1933 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4795) to provide emergency relief with respect to agricul
tural indebtedness, to refinance farm mortgages at lower 
rates of interest, to amend and supplement the Feder~ 
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Farm Loan Act, to provide for the orderly liquidation of 
joint-stock land banks, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. 
ARNOLD in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. JONES: Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. BucKJ. 
Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the 

Committee, I think it might be a little refreshing this morn
ing, in view of the wide range of debate that took place yes
terday, to recall exactly what this bill is. It does not pro
pose to solve all the problems of agriculture; it offers help 
only to farm mortgagees. 

I come to you from California as an actual farmer myself, 
representing one of the highly specialized agricultural dis
tricts in the State. 

I am a member of the Committee on Agriculture for that 
reason, no doubt. There are a great many things that the 
Committee on Agriculture and this House cannot consider in 
connection with any farm problem. Take the matter of 
local taxes, which must be handled by the State and the 
counties themselves. Nor could our committee consider the 
great question of transportation costs, which to my mind
perhaps I am prejudiced because I live far from the cen
ters of distribution, and transportation costs bear so heavily 
on our farmers-form one great factor that has depressed 
the farmer's income during the last 12 years. 

There is the question of raising commodity prices. This 
House has taken action in an effort to raise them by passing 
the first agricultural bill now before the Senate. And the 
House and Senate both passed, and the President signed, an 
act which will at least restore the value of two of our great 
commodities, rice and hops. 

I am hopeful that before this Congress is over another 
agricultural industry of my State, the grape-growing indus
try, will receive similar recognition and benefit at the hands 
of the Congress. But, gentlemen, you did not present to us 
in this bill a question of raising commodity prices or of 
cutting transportation costs or any other factor except the 
factor of relief of farm mortgages, and whatever additional 
benefits any of you may say could be obtained by any other 
bill, this bill presents at least certain concrete advantages 
that should earn the support of every Representative in the 
House who actually wants to benefit the" dirt" farmer. 

In the first place, admitting that only 19 percent of the 
present farm mortgages are held by the Federal farm-land 
banks and the joint-stock land banks, even those who op
pose the bill agree that that 19 percent will be benefited. 
But I want you to look further and examine the other pro
visions of the bill. Authority is given to the Federal land 
banks to purchase and exchange the new bonds that will be 
issued for first mortgages now held by banks, life-insurance 
companies, and every form of private lender under provisions 
which will result in the scaling down of both principal and 
interest. What has been quite overlooked in this debate, 
I think, is the fact that the plight of the lender today is 
almost as severe as that of the borrower. 

We had testimony before our committee to the effect that 
lenders in a certain community were willing to scale down 
mortgages as much as 40 percent. Is it not reasonable to 
expect that these lenders will be just as willing to come 
under the operation-of this act as the b01Towers? There 
will be benefit to both, the lender securing a guaranty of the 
interest on his reduced obligation, the borrower the benefit 
of the reduction of both interest and principal. I believe 
that this provision will be so utilized that it will benefit 
over 50 percent of the mortgages now in existence. 

Moreover, for the first time, as far as I know, there is 
contained in a provision of an act of Congress authority for 
direct loans to farmers, and I know of no more valuable pro
vision than in title ill of this bill. A man who now has a 
small loan at the bank, who needs money to finance his 
crops or who has a second mortgage that is practically un
payable, can arrange by adjustments with those to whom he 

owes money to secure a loan directly from the Federal farm 
organization. That provision alone would justify the enact
ment of this bill. 

Nor can I bring myself to join some of the gentlemen in 
shuddering at the provisions of title II for the liquidation 
of joint-stock land banks. We are all agreed that they 
should be done away with and liquidated as soon as possible. 
It is only a question of method. We have written into the 
bill provisions that any money lent them must be in accord
ance with a plan approved by the Farm Loan Commissioner. 
We have gone as far as possible in extending the benefits 
of this act to borrowers from these banks who may not de
sire or be able to refinance with the Federal farm-loan 
banks. The only alternative to assisting the joint-stock 
land banks to liquidate in an orderly manner . is to force 
them into receivership, and such receiverships would be 
costly and wasteful and produce no benefit whatever to the 
present borrowers from these banks. The chief considera
tion the committee has had has been to put these borrowers 
in a position where they can be refinanced at advantageous 
rates and with a reduction of the amount of the principal 
sums that they owe. 

Finally, there are the provisions in title IV, which permit 
the refinancing of irrigation districts, levee districts, and 
drainage districts, which are in financial straits, for whom 
there is no relief now through any governmental agency. I 
believe that in the western country particularly the provi
sions of this title will be of vast benefit to the property 
holders whose land is under a lien of bonds issued by such 
districts. So, with a realization of these concrete benefits, 
which are in the bill, and a remembrance that this is only 
one of a series of bills aimed to restore agriculture, I hope 
the Membership of the House will pass the bill with a de
cisive majority. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTINJ. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I think I am 
not only entitled to 2 minutes, but I believe I am entitled to 
at least a service stripe for sitting here in the front benches 
every minute since this debate started, without even the 
protection of a gas mask. I did not vote for the rule under 
which the bill is being considered, but I do not want any 
of my good friends to become alarmed, fearing that I may 
run amuck. I have not seen anything in the so-called" con
sideration of the bill " to make me doubt the soundness of 
my judgment in voting against the rule. 

I was present in this Chamber throughout the historic 
scene so graphically described last night by our distinguished 
leader when we overthrew Cannonism. I have a rather 
distinct recollection that in the ensuing Congress the prece
dents of Cannonism were not cited in support of a rule of 
action by Democrats under the Speakership of Champ Clark. 
So I am not very much persuaded by the citation of such 
precedents in the guidance of our action in the considera
tion of legislation. 

I want to direct attention for a moment to title II, at sec
tion 202, authorizing a loan of $100,000,000 to joint-stock 
land banks. 

One of the most informative discussions I have heard dur
ing the debate was upon and against this feature of the 
bill by the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN]. 
If what he had to say on this section could have been said 
under the 5-minute rule for amendments, something would 
have happened to section 202, and something ought to 
happen to it. 

This section appropriates $100,000,000 to this class of banks 
to enable them to refinance existing farm loans and to liqui
date their affairs and go out of business. The gentleman 
pointed out-and it will pay you to read his remarks in the 
RECORD of yesterday, at page 1579-that these banks have 
outstanding bonds in the sum of $430,000,000, which are 
down to 25 and 30 cents on the dollar, and that these banks 
may speculate with this Government money by buying in 
their own bonds to the extent of $300,000,000, and make out 
of the transaction a profit of at least $200,000,000. He 
wanted the mortgagors, the landowners, to be given the 
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privilege of buying these bonds and offsetting . them against 
their moi:tgages. . 

The answer from the Committee on Agriculture is that it 
was given legal advice that this would be unlawful; that a 
debt past due, such as the mortgage was, could not be offset 
against a debt not yet due, such as the bond was. . 

It was pointed out in reply that in order to get this $100,-
000,000 from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation the 
Federal land banks must agree to scale down the mortgage 
interest of the farmer to 5 percent per annum and must 
agree not to foreclose for a period of 2 years for any default 
in the payment of interest or principal, and that if the Gov
ernment could impose these conditions, it could impose 
others. A sufficient argument should be that this is a loan 
to these insolvent banks and that they must accept the lend
er's terms or leave it alone. At least, if the mortgagors can
not buy the bonds, the banks ought to be prohibited from 
speculating in them to their own profit. If the bill was 
subject to amendment under the rule, it would be at least 
worth discussing and consid~ring a third condition, a& fol
lows: That they, the banks--

Shall agree that no part of the funds hereby made available shall 
be used by said banks for the purpose of speculating in the bonds 
thereof. 

We had enough speculating with Government farm-relief 
funds by the Federal Farm Board, and we know the results. 
It would be better to safeguard this large loan now against 
any possible diversion from its legitimate ends than to come 
back here at the next session of Congress and investigate 
what had been done with the money. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WmTTINGTONl. 

EMERGENCY FARM MORTGAGE ACT OF 1933 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, the legislation 
under consideration is a part of the program of the ad
ministration for farm relief. There is no single solution 
of the agricultural problem. The pending act deals with 
farm mortgages. It is an emergency act. The bill provides 
for refinancing farm mortgages at lower rates of interest, 
for the liquidation of joint-stock land banks, for refinancing 
the short-term indebtedness of the farmer to enable him 
to secure working capital when necessary, and to enable 
him to redeem. or repurchase his foreclosed farm home. The 
bill further provides for refinancing drainage, levee, and 
irrigation projects. 

Farm mortgages constitute one of the major difficulties 
confronting not only the farmers themselves but the Ameri
can people. Banks, insurance companies, and personal in
vestors in mortgage bonds are vitally affected. Another 
and more potent difficulty is the violent decline in the price 
of farm commodities. The House has already passed House 
bill 3835, to increase the agricultural purchasing power, and 
thus restore reasonable commodity prices. The bill is now 
pending in the Senate. 

I call attention to some important matters that have not 
been mentioned in the course of the debate. The bill is 
constructive. Two billion dollars are provided for extend
ing and refinancing farm mortgages. The interest will be 
reduced and guaranteed by the Government. Unlike other 
relief legislation, no new bqreau is established. President 
Roosevelt has already consolidated all of the agencies for 
farm loans. The act will be administered by existing agencies. 
There will thus be economy in administration. 

Fifty million dollars are authorized for refina1J1;ing drain
age, levee, and irrigation districts. This feature of the bill 
bas be€n almost entirely overlooked in the debate. It is for 
the benefit of the land owners and not the holders of .bonds. 
It provides emergency relief for worthwhile districts in the 
depression. It will aid in the reduction of taxes. The cost 
of production will thus be decreased. Worthwhile improve
ment projects for the benefit of land owners will thus be 
greatly aided by extending the time for payment and re
ducing the rate of interest. 

I have no patience with those who criticize farmers be
cause of their inability to discharge their obligations in the 
depression. The . decline in commodity prices is responsible 

for their plight. When banks, insurance companies, and 
railway companies find themselves in financial difficulties 
and ask relief at the hands of the Government, the farmers 
of the Nation are not to be criticized for asking for similar 
aid. Many worthy farmers have lost their homes. A most 
constructive feature of the legislation is .that $300,000,000 are 
made available for the reduction of the de)Jts of farmers 
and for the redemption of mortgages that have been fore
closed within 2 years. 

TERMS 

The Federal land-bank system is strengthened and 
utilized for the emergency relief. The joint-stock land 
banks are to be liquidated orderly. Moreover, it is intended 
that they shall be liquidated for the benefit of borrowers as 
well as bondholders. 

Two billion dollars in bonds with interest not to exceed 
4 percent are authorized to reduce or extend the principal 
of farm mortgages and to guarantee the interest during the 
emergency. These bonds may be sold or exchanged for out
standing fa.rm mortgages and the interest rate is to be re
duced so that it shall not exceed 4 Y2 percent per annum. 
While no provision is made for th,e reduction of the principal 
of the indebtedness to Federal land banks, nevertheless aid 
is stipulated. Installments on the payment of the principal 
may be extended for 5 years. The principal is thus deferred. 
The interest is reduced, as stated. Interest is an important 
item in the cost of production. Much aid will be provided 
by relieving landowners from the payment of the principal 
by the reduction of interest. 

The outstanding feature of the legislation is funds for new 
loans. The need of agriculture and of commerce is credit. 
Many worthy farmers are unable to borrow at all. The bill 
provides for loans either through local associations or for 
direct loans by the Federal land banks themselves. The 
limitation for maximum loans is liberalized. The limit is 
fixed from $25,000 to $50,000. Personally, I wish there were 
no limitation at all, but I recognize that the Federal Govern
ment will not be called upon to refinance all farm mortgages. 
Forty-two percent of the farms in the United States are 
mortgaged. The Federal land banks hold 12 percent while 
the life-insurance companies hold 23 percent of the out
standing farm mortgages. Personally, I wish that provision 
were made for reducing the principal of the loans where the 
property for any reason is not worth at present the amount 
of the loan by the Federal land banks. I realize that some 
agency must administer the emergency relief. Postal sav
ings and other Government funds are invested in Federal 
land bank bonds. 

Unable to reduce the principal because of inability to im
pair contracts, provision is made for extending the principal 
and redueing the rate of interest. Provision is made for re
:financing existing indebtedness held by other mortgagees, 
and funds for new loans are provided. The Farm Loan 
Commissioner is vested with large discretion, and I believe 
that the Commissioner will exercise the discretion to make 
adjustments in Federal land-bank loans where there was 
overvaluation at the time of the loan or where the value 
of the property has depreciated from any cause whatsoever 
so that the reasonable value of the property is now less than 
the principal amount of the loan. While the act is intended 
to give the Federal Farm Loan Commissioner the power to 
reduce the amount due on the loan, if the loan is greater 
than the reappraisal value by Federal land appraisers I have 
urged the committee to offer the following amendment, 
which I would offer on the :tloor if permitted under the rule: 

AMENDMENTS 

Page 11, after line 24, insert: 
SEC. 8. Section 13 of the Federal Farm Loan Act, as amended, 18 

amended by adding at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"Fourteenth. At any time within 2 years after this paragraph 
takes effect, upon application of any borrower who has obtained 
a loan from a Federal land bank if the unpaid principal of the 
loan is shown, upon reappraisal by land-bank appraisers, to be 
greater than the value of the property mortgaged, to reduce the 
amount due on the loan to the amount of such value and to 
refinance the mortgage on the basis of such amount." 
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I have recommended to the committee and would also 

offer a like amendment in connection with joint-stock land 
banks. However, I am sure that under the law the joint
stock land banks have the power now, and I understand the 
power has been exercised in many cases, to make settlements 
and adjustments in cases where it develops the value of the 
property is less than the amount of the loan. 

Again, the bonds of joint-stock land banks are now worth 
less than par. I want to aid these banks, but I want to 
aid them so that the banks can aid their borrowers as well 
as their creditors. I want to be fair both to creditor and 
debtor. The borrower knows he is being discriminated 
against when the joint-stock land banks can discharge their 
obligations by paying from one third to one half the face 
value of their obligations, whereas the borrower is required 
to pay the full value of his obligations. In many cases 
worthy borrowers have been foreclosed and the banks have 
resold the property and have profited by the transactions. 
Such was never the intention of the law. I do not believe 
that the Farm Loan Commissioner will permit such a prac
tice in the further administration of the law. However, I 
have urged the committee to propose, and if I were per
mitted I would offer on the floor the following clarifying 
amendments: 

Page 14, line 12, strike out "and." 
Page 14, line 20, before the period, insert: "and (3) shall have 

agreed that in any case in which the proceeds of any loan made 
under this section are used for the purchase of outstanding bonds 
issued by the bank at a price less than the par value of such 
bonds, the bank shall make a reduction in the unpaid principal 
of all mortgage loans held by such bank equal to the difference 
between the total amount so paid and the total face value of the 
bonds so purchased, and the reduction made in the unpaid princi
pal of each such mortgage loan shall be an amount which bears 
the same proportion to the amount of such difference as the un
paid principal of such mortgage loan bears to the unpaid principal 
of all mortgage loans held by the bank.'' 

Joint-stock land banks are to be liquidated and are not 
permitted to make new loans. The liquidation is to be 
orderly. There are to be no foreclosures within 2 years. 
The interest is to be reduced to 5 percent per annum. Loans 
are authorized by the Farm Loan Commissioner to joint
stock land banks to prevent foreclosures and to provide fOr 
reduction in interest. 

With many others I condemn most emphatically the policy 
of some joint-stock land banks in foreclosing worthy bor
rowers who are endeavoring to carry on and in reselling the 
property with profit to the banks themselves. The Farm 
Loan Commissioner has broad discretion. The emergency 
loans to the joint-stock land banks for orderly liquidation 
are primarily for the benefit of the borrowers. The Farm 
Loan Commissioner will exercise the discretion to prevent 
further injustices to borrowers. It is not just, it is not right, 
that borrowers should be expected to repay in full loans 
contracted on the basis of 20-cent cotton with cotton at 
5 cents a pound when the joint-stock land banks can pur
chase their obligations at 40 cents on the dollar. The debt
ors and the creditors, the mortgagors and the mortgagees, 
the farmers and the bondholders should all participate in 
the losses and in the benefits of the loans for orderly liqui
dation of these banks. I should like, as I have stated, to 
see an affirmative provision in the bill that would authorize 
adjustments with landowners where mortgages to the joint
stock land banks are for excessive amounts. These banks 
should make adjustments with borrowers in the case of 
excessive loans or in the case of loans where there has been 
a deterioration so that the borrowers can repay the values 
of the lands. The Federal Farm Loan Commissioner, in 
the exercise of the discretion under the terms of the act, 
will give both debtor and creditor the square deal authorized 
under the discretion vested in him under the terms of 
the act. 

THE RULE 

There has been criticism of the rule under which the bill 
is being considered. It will be kept in mind that the bill 
deals largely with contractual rights. ill-considered or 
hasty amendments might affect the validity of the entire 
bill. The committee considered the act most carefully. 

While amendments are limited, they are not prohibited. 
Any Member of Congress can secure consideration of any 
proposed amendment. It will be considered by the com
mittee just as the bill itself was considered and reported 
by the committee. 

During the course of the general debate substantially 
no other constructive amendments have been proposed. 
A substitute has been suggested. This substitute may be 
offered under the motion to recommit. 

OBJECTIONS 

The minority report favors the so-called "Frazier bill" to 
provide for the refinancing of all farm mortgages at a rate 
of 1 % percent. Provision would be made not only for re
financing the farm-mortgage indebtedness of 1933, esti
mated at $8,500,000,000, but for repurchase of farms fore
closed in the past 12 years. Personally, I wish that the rate 
of interest might be less than 4 % per cent provided by the 
bill. I know of no way for the Government to secure money 
either for itself or for the farmers except to pay for it. The 
rate of interest in the bill is not to be in excess of 4% 
percent. It may be less. The rate of interest is determined 
by the amount that the Government has to pay as interest 
on long-time bonds. It is untenable to assert that the Gov
ernment can issue Federal Reserve notes bearing 1 ¥2 per
cent interest to discharge its obligations or to provide for 
farm loans when Government bonds are now bringing from 
3 % percent to 4 percent. Again, the Government cannot 
be expected to finance all farm mortgages. There would be 
discrimination against individuals and against institutions. 
Government aid in farm mortgages is to assist and not to 
take the place of private agencies. Loans by private agencies 
should be encouraged. Government aid is to prevent abuses 
by private agencies. 

The farmers are in difficult plight. Their situation is 
made worse by misleading statements. All laws are imper
fect; all laws have their defects, but Congress, by and large, 
has made provision for loans to farmers at as small rates 
of interest as have been extended to other borrowers. 

MERCHANT MARINE 

It has been said that under the Merchant Marine Act of 
1920 and the Merchant Marine Act of 1928 the United States 
provided loans for shipping for less than the rate of interest 
provided for farm loans in the pending bill. The rates 
under the Merchant Marine Act of 1920, which aggregated 
about $18,000,000, were substantially the same as the rates 
under the pending emergency bill. Under the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1928, loans aggregating $130,000,000 have 
been made and the rates of interest at first were very small. 
The Merchant Marine Act of 1928 provided that the loans 
for foreign shipping should be made at a rate of interest 
comparable to what the Government was paying for loans 
at the time. The low rate of interest on the initial loans 
made under the act of 1928 was never contemplated. In 
1931, when the situation was brought to the attention of 
Congress, the act was amended to provide that the rate 
should not be less than 3 % percent for foreign vessels and 
5 ¥4 percent for coastwise vessels. It will be kept in mind 
that the purpose of the Merchant Marine Act is to promote 
foreign commerce and to provide for the national defense. 
Under all the loans the vessels are constructed in accord
ance with the requirements of the . Government and may be 
taken over at cost in the event cf war. We remember 
that enormous sums of money, millions upon millions, were 
expended for building ships in the World War. The Mer
chant Marine Act will thus provide for foreign trade and 
for national defense. 

FOREIGN DEBTS 

Those who would mislead the farmer into believing that 
Congress is deliberately discriminating against him argue 
that the debts of our former Allies in the World War bear 
a rate of interest less than the rate of interest provided for 
mortgages in the pending bill and that therefore the rate of 
interest should be reduced. The answer is twofold. The 
rate in the act may be reduced, and in the second place the 
two cases are not analogous. It will always be remembered 



1664 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE APRIL 13 
that the rate of interest on the foreign debts was not on 
loans made or money advanced at the time of the transac
tion. These debts were war debts. They were contracted 
as war measures. The advances were almost wholly used 
in the United States in the purchase of wheat, cotton, and 
other commodities and materials. The money was expended 
in the United States in the case of both war and postwar 
loans. The rate of interest in the funding agreements was 
not on advances made or loans contracted at the time the 
rates were fixed. The foreign-debt settlements were made 
in an effort to collect obligations due the United States. 
Even with the reduction of interest, several nations are in de
fault. They have not paid with the smaller rates of inter
est. Some statesmen assert that the United States should 
follow the course of Andrew Jackson in forcing the collec
tion of foreign debts. The amount of the French indebted
ness to the United States during the Jackson administra
tion was approximately $5,000,000. It was finally paid. The 
facts of the indebtedness in the Jackson era and the facts of 
the indebtedness growing out of the World War are alto
gether different. It was not a case of allies or common 
cause. 

What is the alternative if our former Allies refuse to pay? 
Who would advocate another war to collect the debts? 
Foreign-debt settlements were an effort to collect obligations 
already incurred for the relief of the American taxpayers. 

FARM LOANS 

It is not fair to say that Congress has deliberately dis
criminated against farmers in the matter of rates of in
terest. Under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1929 a re
volving fund of $500.000,000 was authorized and the full 
amount was appropriated. The rates of interest on the 
loans were substantially the provision originally incorpo
rated in the Merchant Marine Act of 1928. It stipulated 
that in no case should the rate exceed 4 percent. Under the 
law money was advanced for agricultural relief by the Fed
eral farm loan at rates of interest from one eighth of 1 
percent to 3o/s percent. The aggregate loans under the 
Agricultural Marketing Act amounted to $1,118,445,788.32, 
from the adoption of the act to April 1, 1933. 

Whatever may be said of the rule under which the bill is 
being considered, the on}y substantial objection has been by 
the advocates of the Frazier bill. There is no gag rule in 
their case. A motion to recommit will permit a vote on the 
Frazier bill. A substitute of the Frazier bill would mean 
no legislation at all in the emergency that confronts the 
farmers of the Nation. They need refinancing. ID-consid
ered and uneconomic refinancing would be worse than no 
refinancing at all. 

The arguments ·with respect to interest on merchant 
marine loans and on foreign-debt settlements are without 
merit. I agree that a mistake was made and that too small 
a rate was charged in some of the merchant marine loans, 
but when the Government has made a mistake, when a 
wrong policy has been pursued, the remedy is not to repeat 
the mistake but to correct it. If the rate of interest in 
other cases has been too small, the remedy is to correct it 
in future legislation. 

We have heard too much in advocacy of appropriations 
from the Federal Treasury by those who urged the appro
priations because previous unfair and unjust appropriations 
have been made. Every appropriation should stand on its 
own merits. All legislation should stand or fall on its own 
merits. The Government cannot lend money for less than 
it can borrow it. The mere issue of Treasury certificates 
or Federal Reserve notes will not suffice. There must be 
sound financing by the Government. Of course, there is 
room for the expansion of the currency. Such expansion 
must be sound. The present administration has made pro
vision for expanding the currency in excess of $2,000,000,000. 
If such expansion does not do the job, there will be further 
sound expansion of the currency. 

The emergency act is a further step in the right direc
tion. It is constructive, will benefit farm owners, and should 
promote the return of normal conditions. 

EMERGENCY FARM RELIE1I' 

In further extending my remarks, I call attention again 
to the fact that the House has already passed the adminis
tration measure, H.R. 3835, to increase the agricultural pur
chasing power. The purpose is that the purchasing power 
with respect to articles bought by the farmers be equivalent 
to the purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the 
pre-war period from August 1909 to July 1914. The bill is 
intended to maintain a balance between production and 
consumption. Since 1928 the prices of farm products have 
dropped· an average of 60 pntcent, while the decrease in 
farm purchases or articles purchased by the farmers has 
been only 29 percent. The price level of farm commodities 
is only 50 percent of the pre-war level, while the prices paid 
by farmers for things bought by them is 102 percent of 
the pre-war level. Farm taxes are more than 2¥2 times as 
much as they were prior to the World War. Such a condi
tion is intolerable. There are 6,000,000 farmers in the Na
ti9n. The purchasing power of 30,000,000 people has been 
substantially eliminated. Manufacturing is adversely af
fected. Transportation has been crippled. Banking has 
been paralyzed. 'J;'here can be no prosperity for industry 
unless . there is prosp~rity for agriculture. 

I have no patience with those who say that legislation 
cannot aid the farmer. Manufacturing has profited from 
high tariffs. The railways have increased their rates as a 
result of congressional action. Loans have been made to 
banks and insurance companies. Farmers are entitled to 
the equivalent of the relief extended to manufacturing and 
commerce. The administration seeks to relieve agriculture. 
The emergency farm relief bill heretofore passed by the 
House, as I have stated, is now pending in the Senate. The 
purpose is to increase the price of cotton and other major 
agricultural commodities to at least the pre-war level. 
There can be no economic recovery from the existing de
pression without reasonable increases in commodity prices. 
The measure was proposed by President Roosevelt. It is 
the emergency farm-relief plan of the administration. The 
redeeming feature is the statement of President Roosevelt 
that he will be the first to acknowledge and to advise 
Congress if the act does not produce the desired results. 
In his message recommending the passage of the bill the 
President frankly stated that the legislation was a new and 
untrod path. He emphasized, however, that unprecedented 
conditions called for new and unprecedented remedies. 

Another redeeming feature of the legislation is that the 
President may terminate by proclamation the provisions of 
the act with respect to any commodity after the emer
gency has ended. It is also provided that any of the powers 
conferred upon the Secretary, or any other provision of 
the bill, may be terminated by the President if he ascer
tains that they are not necessary to carry out the declared. 
policy of the act. 

THE OBJECT 

The object is to restore the pre-war purchasing power of 
cotton and other basic agricultural commodities. For in
stance, on February 15, 1933, cotton was selling at 5 % cents 
per pound. The aim of the bill would be to raise the price 
of cotton to the pre-war level of 13 cents per pound. The 
goal will not be immediately reached. The demands of the 
domestic and foreign markets will be considered. The con
sumers are to be kept in mind. The bill provides that in 
the readjustment no larger percentage of the consumer's 
dollar shall be expended for agricultural commodities than 
was returned to the farmer in the pre-war period. 

BROAD POWERS 

To accomplish the declared policy of the Farm Relief Act 
broad powers are conferred upon the Secretary of Agricul
ture. While they are broad, they are flexible. While they 
are broad, they are limited. There must be no increase in 
price to the consumer. The Secretary is authorized to pro
vide for reduction in acreage or production, to enter into 
marketing agreements, to license processors, to use the 
Smith cotton-option contract to reduce acreage, and to im
pose excise and process taxes on agricultural commodities. 
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Marginal lands may be rented. All agreements are to pro
tect the public interest. They are to be made only for the 
purpose of effectuating the return of the pre-war purchas
ing power of agricultural commodities. They are to pro
mote gradual establishing and maintaining the balance be
tween production and consumption. Unfair practices by 
processors and other agencies are provided against. 

It is intended to aid the grower, but the manufacturer or 
consumer is to be protected. The domestic manufacturer 
is especially protected. There are impased taxes upon im
ports to protect domestic manufacturers. They are safe
guarded against foreign competition. Both consumer and 
producer are protected against substitutes. The compen
sating tax will prevent a substitute. 

The act will be self-supporting. There is no price fixing 
in the bill as passed by the House. There is to be no Gov
ernment subsidy. Domestic markets are encouraged and 
foreign markets are promoted. Cotton and manufactured 
products will move in export just as they do now, free from 
any tax. 

The vice in previous agricultural legislation was that sim
ilar relief was provided for all commodities. In the admin
istration bill the powers are flexible. Different methods may 
be applied to different commodities. · In· fact, different meth- 1 

ods may be applied to the same commodity. The act is in
tended to give to - wheat, cotton, and other products -of 
which we produce a surplus the equivalent benefit of the 
tariff. The tariff reserves to the American manufacturer 
the domestic market. The bill would increase the domestic 
price of cotton just as the tariff increases the domestic price 
of manufactured articles. 

SMITH COTI'ON OPTION 

The Smith cotton option plan is incorporated in the act. 
It provides for reducing cotton acreage substantially 30 
percent. It will te.ke from the market the cotton now con
trolled by the Federal "'.Farm Board and the Secretary of 
Agriculture. By decreasing production there is to be an 
increase in the price of cotton. 

It is my thought that the Smith plan will be the only part 
of the bill to be incorporated certainly for the next year 
with respect to cotton. Frankly, I have grave doubts as to 
the so-called " allotment plan." I do not believe it to be 
applicable to cotton. The features of the plan in the pend
ing bill have been very materially liberalized. The provisions 
are flexible and the plan is voluntary. 

CONSUMERS 

Consumers are protected. Wages are safeguarded. The 
consumers do not receive the benefits . of reduced prices in 
agricultural products, anyWay. The whole purpose of agri
cultural relief is to reduce the cost of distribution. The 
taxes provided by the bill will only slightly affect the retail 
price. Bread prices are the same as in 1913, but wheat 
was twice as high in 1913 as it is in 1933. Doubling the 
price of cotton would increase the price of a cotton shirt 
selling for a dollar by 2 cents. In the case of cotton goods 
only a small percentage of the retail price goes to the farmer. 
There can be no presperity for the manufacturer unless the 
farmer is able to produce the necessities of life. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

The costs of administration have been safeguarded. It 
has been said that the employees are to be exempt from the 
civil service and classification acts. The legislation is 
needed immediately. There is no time for civil service ex
aminations. A similar provision was incorporated in the 
legislation authorizing the establishment of the Recon
struction Finance Corporation. In the pending bill, how
ever, no salary of any employee, officer, or expert will be in 
excess of $10,000. 

VOLUNTARY AND SELF-SUSTAINING 

The legislation is self-sustaining. Subsidies are not con
templated. Bureaucracy is discouraged. No great admin
istrative force .is needed. Existing agencies are to be uti
lized. There will be no further stabilization operations. In 
the reorganization of the farm-loan agencies of the Govern
ment, President Roosevelt by Executive order eliminated the 

provision for staoilization contained in the Agricultural 
Marlreting Act of 1929. Public funds will not be used for 
private purposes. The sooner the Government gets out of 
all business, the better. 

After all, the success or failure of farm relief depends 
upon administration. The present administration has dem
onstrated that it is determined to aid agriculture. The pro
visions of the bill are flexible. The powers are broad. The 
act will be terminated when the existing emergency has 
ended. 

Under the leadership of President Roosevelt, the House is 
about to take another step to restore normal agricultural 
conditions. It has passed the emergency farm bill. It will 
now shortly pass the Emergency Farm Mortgage Act. Agri
culture will thus be given not only a new but a square deal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON] has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRAY1. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, it was not my intention or 
desire to speak upon this bill, but I am constrained to take 
the floor to explain my vote and position upon this legisla
tion. 

It is the desire and wish of all good citizens that their 
country should be right, just, and fair toward all men and 
other peoples and nations. And yet there comes a time in 
the affairs of citizenship, men, and nations when men must 
stand by their country, wrong or right, in order to safeguard 
the institutions of civil life and to maintain peace and order 
under the forms of government and law. 

While Political parties were in no wise provided for in the 
Federal Constitution or by any statutory law under the Con
stitution, political parties have become necessary to organize 
the voters, to enable them to express their will and wish at 
the polls in the exercise of the right of franchise on election 
day. For every voter to undertake to nominate candidates, 
elect public officials, or declare palicies of government, each 
acting separately for himself, without party organization or 
cooperation under a political party, would bring about greater 
confusion at the ballot box than the confusion of tongues 
at the Tower of Babel. 

Political parties have come as vital necessities in the ad
ministration of government and the direction of public 
affairs. They are today a part of our governmental agen
cies as fully, completely, and effectively as if originally pro
vided for in the organic law creating Government, State, 
and Nation. Under this system of political parties which 
has grown up under custom · and usage the political party 
in power and directing public affairs becomes the Govern
ment itself. And when the time comes under a great emer
gency or crisis for men to be with their Government, they 
must be with their party, wrong or right, to be with the 
country, wrong or right. We are now in a state of economic 
siege or industrial warfare, under which Congress has seen 
fit to confer extraordinary powers to meet and deal with the 
crisis as in an armed conflict, to cope with a formidable foe. 

I have not determined to support this bill on its merits 
as a farm-relief measure. I am supporting this bill more 
to maintain the prestige of the party administration and 
directing the Government, more for psychological effect, 
more to maintain and stabilize the wavering, swaying pub
lic minds, the unrest of the people brought about by want, 
suffering, and distress in the midst of plenty and great 
abundance. I have determined to support this measure un
til legislation can be considered and enacted affording sub
stantial and practical relief. 

If I believed this measure was all that was to come, all 
that could be 10oked to for farm relief, I would despair of 
hope for farming and agriculture. I would leave this hall 
of inanimated flags and statuary and seek seclusion and 
solitude in fasting and prayer. I would appeal to Almighty 
God as the last resort for the rescue of agriculture from the 
blight of this scourge or depression, and from the menace 
threatening a system of landlord and tenant in America. 

There are some parts of this bill beyond understanding, 
or at least none of which the propanents of the bill have 
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undertaken to explain: But there are many problems of life 
which are impossible of solution-the problems of birth, 
life, and death, the problems of time, space, and eternity, 
all beyond the powers and comprehension of men to solve. 
We must accept .all these without solution and live on. 

But there are other provisions of this bill which might be 
explained and should be explained before the roll · is called. 
It should be explained to the Members of this House how 
the laboring man today who cannot buy enough milk for 
his children at the present price, can buy more milk at a 
higher price, without his wages being raised to meet the 
increased price of milk. It should be explained here how 
we can levy and collect a tax upon the consumer of farm 
food to raise the price to the producers of farm food with
out correspondingly increasing the consumer's earnings and 
income to meet the increased price. It ought to be ex
plained, also, to the farmer themselves, how the farmer can 
raise less and have more. 

It ought also to be 'explained how the Government can 
·:finance and make loans mounting in the myriad millions 
to the banks of the country, to the railroads of the country, 
to the insurance companies of the country, and assume the 
debts, obligations, and losses of widespread failing and de
funct industries while at the same time supporting 14,000,000 
people in enforced idleness and assuming the obligation of 
$2,000,000,000 more to take up farm mortgages in default 
and national insolvency and bankruptcy. It ought to be 
further explained and made certain as to whether this 
$2,000,000,000 obligation assumed in the name of farm relief 
is all for the farmers or for the relief of money lenders and 
mortgage holders now unable to collect interest or principal 
on their debt. Even under the most advantageous adminis
tration of the operations provided for, the farmers will still 
owe the debts, will still be obligated for the interest, and 

. with no provision under which to increase their earnings 
and income with which to pay and satisfy the liens against 
their land. The Government is to guarantee the payment 
of the interest coming due to the debt holders, but without 
a guaranty or without an opportunity afforded to the farmers 
of the means and ability to pay to save their farm homes for 
themselves and for their children. 

The most earnest and insistent friends of this bill will 
only say that it is an experiment which they hope will afford 
·some relief, sometime, now or in the far-distant, hazy 
future. They further assert, and this with positive assur
ance, that the bill can make conditions no worse. This is 
the one claim and theory of the bill with which I am in full 
agreement and accord, that is, that if it fails of relief it 
can make conditions no worse, as under present conditions 
it would appear that conditions could not be worse. Upon 
this claim of the bill I will take my stand. Upon this rock 
I will build my castle of justification, here I will make my 
defense for support of the bill. My position will be impreg
nable on the grounds of merit of the measure to meet the 
crisis at band. 

But here is a remarkable departure from emergency 
measures. The house is on fire. The fire department has 
arrived. The hose is connected with the hydrant. All is 
ready to throw the water and stop the blaze. The water or, 
in this case, the currency supply is full and ample and 
ready to be made available for the emergency but the fire 
engines are stopped to experiment with a new and unknown 
chemical without knowledge or assurance of the effect as to 
whether it will add to the flame or extinguish the fire. Such 
is the role assumed by the ultraconservatism of the day. 

But this bill will not remedy the cause of this farm crisis, 
even directly or remotely. This farm panic or depression 
was brought upon the country by a fall of values, or the 
price level, taking away from the farmers their earnings and 
income, destroying their taxpaying power, their interest-, 
debt-, and mortgage-paying power, and leaving them with
out surplus means, without buying and consuming power to 
provide the necessaries of life, and live. This fall of values 
and the price level was caused by the secret contraction of 
money and credits by international :financiers and manipu
lating bankers deliberately to double, triple, and multiply 

the value of their property, their money, and certain war
debt claims and bonds. 

Under this secret contraction of money and credits the 
relative value of money and the price level was deliberately 
and criminally changed to take from the people their sub
stance and property-calling for double, triple, and fivefold 
the .farmer's com, wheat, his farm crops, and stock to pay 
and satisfy the same taxes, interest, debts, and mortgages. 
This bill leaves this multiplied and crushing debt burden 
still weighing down upon farming and agriculture, and under 
which the farmers will remain powerless to pay and live. 

There can be no relief from this panic until there is a 
rise of farm values and the price level, a restoration of 
farm earnings and income. And there can be no substan
tial or permanent rise of values and the price level until 
there is a restoration of money and credits secretly con
tracted and Withdrawn from circulation. Until there is a 
restoration· of money and credits the farmers of the country 
will remain without hope. And unless there is such a resto
ration promptly and without delay the farmers' cause is 
lost. And we are left face to face with a landlord and 
·tenant system in America with the former farm-home 
owners as tenants, with their children to inherit their servi
tude and to work under the lash of farm-corporation task .. 
masters. 

The remedy to avert this crisis and disaster does not call 
for so-called "inflation." This remedy does not even call 
for expansion of the currency. It calls for a restoration of 
money and credit, secretly contracted and withdrawn from 
circulation under a financial consprracy deliberately entered 
into and carried out under the veil of a gentlemen's agree
ment. This bill will not restore the volume and supply of 
money necessary to raise values and the price level and 
give back to the farmers their tax-, interest-, debt-, and 
mortgage-paying power even without the means or surplus 
necessary and required to provide the necessaries of life, and 
live. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STRONGl. 

Mr. STRONG of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I favor this bill 
because I believe it will bring relief to the farmers of this coun
try; but I believe the relief will only be temporary, for if this 
bill is passed the same manipulators who have been in 
control of the :financial system of this country for the past 
12 years will still be in control and can create such depres
sion as is now prevailing throughout the Nation at any time 
they so desire. Therefore this bill can only bring temporary 
relief. 
. What the country needs is a system of finances which will 
keep sufficient money in circulation at all times to properly 
conduct all the commercial affairs of the Nation. Under our 
present system this policy cannot be carried through, as a 
few manipulators who are now controlling the circulation 
of money desire otherwise. The Constitution plainly com
mands that Congress shall issue money and regulate the 
value thereof, and until Congress performs that plain, simple 
command of the Constitution we may expect such depres
sions as the one now prevailing throughout the country. The 
object of this bill is to aid farmers who are unable to pay 
the principal and interest on farm mortgages which are 
now held against their farms. Bonds are to be issued by 
the Government bearing interest upon which money is to 
be secured in aiding the farmers to pay the mortgages 
against their lands, the Government guaranteeing the in
terest payment upon such bonds. It is estimated this inter
est will amount to about $80,000,000 annually. Instead of 
creating this vast indebtedness by bond issues, why not the 
Government issue currency, which would place plenty of 
money in circulation to carry on the business of the country? 
This would enable the farmers to sell their products at a 
profit, thereby enabling them to pay the interest and also 
the principal of the mortgages against their farms, and 
with a system which would keep sufficient money in cir
culation at all times-would prevent the return of such de
pression from which the country is now suffering. But un
less this is done, as I have already said, the relief brought 
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about by this bill will be temporary, and such depressions 
will return at any time the few financial manipulators who 
are now controlling the circulation of money in the country 
cease to allow proper circulation of same. 

If Congress will obey the plain mandate of the Constitu
tion in regard to issuing money and not farm out this 
principal function of government to a few malicious manip
ulators, all business, including the farming interests, will be 
relieved, and such depressions as the one now afilicting this 
Nation would be made impossible. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.) 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. TERRELL]. 
Mr. TERRELL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to discuss this bill 

in connection with the agricultural relief bill already passed 
and now pending in the Senate, as it is a companion measure 
in carrying out the present agricultural relief plans. The 
Senate Committee on Agriculture has added this farm mort
gage bill and some other material amendments to the farm 
bill, and I desire to discuss them all together, discussing 
first the price relief bill and, second, the farm mortgage bill. 
This double-barrel bill in the Senate reminds me of the 
Negro's fish-traP-it is set to " ketch em gwine and cum
min." It contains the "allotment plan", the "buy-a-b~le 
plan", the "cost-price plan", the "processor's-tax plan", 
the " farm mortgage relief plan '', the " drainage levee and 
irrigation district relief plan'', and, finally, a plan to bank
rupt the Government of the United States by excessive bond 
issues and high interest rates. 

No man can lift himself up by his boot-straps and no 
government or individual can get out of debt and remain 
out of debt by borrowing money at a high rate of interest. 

There is not a Representative in this House whose dis
trict will not be affected by some phase of this " omnibus 
bill", and the prospect of borrowing money from the Gov
ernment to liquidate debts appeals to many people and 
brings pressure upon Congress to enact this kind of legis
lation. 

These various propositions are embodied in this bill by 
amendment in the Senate, to gain votes from various sec
tions of the country affected by its provisions. I believe in 
every tub standing on its own bottom, and every proposi
tion standing on its own merits, if it has any merits;· and if 
it has none, let it fall by its own weight and not tack it on 
to something else to bolster it up; and I believe further, that 
every measure of such vast importance to the people should 
be carefully considered and not passed ·under gag rule with 
no opportunity to amend it, as is now being done. 

I am a practical farmer with many years of experience 
at the plow and with lO years' experience as commissioner 
of agriculturn of the greatest agricultural State in the 
Union, and I have close contact with every phase of agri
culture, and I believe that I know what the farmers want 
and what they need. 

The real "dirt farmers" would not favor this bill if it 
were properly explained to them, but they are suffering 
from high taxes and low prices, and like the drowning man, 
they will "catch at a straw." Some of the farm leaders 
favor this bill because they hope to get a good job with the 
Government in assisting in the administration of the law. 
All the experiments with farm-relief legislation, like the 
Marketing Act and Farm Board, have failed with tremendous 
loss to the Government, so why repeat these great losses by 
taxing the people another billion dollars to try a new ex
periment when a practical remedy is in sight? The farmers 
are tired of being fooled. They ask for bread and you give 
them a stone in the form of more bond issues and more 
taxes. 

If you are going to try to raise the prices of farm products 
by legislation-and they must be raised for the stability 
and safety of all industry-there are but two ways to do it. 
First, and the sensible way, is to adopt a sound and honest 
money system controlled by the Government in accordance 
with the mandate of the Constitution, with the dollar stabi
lized at a fair exchange price for the products of the farm 
and factory, with ample money to supply purchasing power. 

This will raise the level of prices and we will not need this 
kind of legislation. Second, if we are going to try to raise 
prices by experimental and artificial means, it would be 
better and less costly to let the Secretary of Agriculture esti
mate the amount of staple farm products named in this bill 
needed for world consumption and make voluntary contracts 
with the farmers to grow that amount and guarantee a price 
to cover the average cost of production and a reasonable 
profit similar to the Simpson amendment embodied in the 
Senate amendment, which leaves out any profit to the 
grower. 

The growers will voluntarily sign such a contract and 
comply with it when guaranteed a profitable price, but not 
otherwise, and this contract can be signed in 30 days through 
existing agencies. If perchance a surplus is grown, the 
farmer. must carry the surplus, and it would be taken into 
consideration in estimating the next year's allotment to be 
grown. 

Not a man in this House understands or can explain the 
agricultural relief bill. To prove this, I quote from state
ments in the Senate discussion of the bill as follows: 

Senator LOGAN. I should like to ask the chairman of the com
mittee [Senator SMITH) 1f he is entirely sure that he can explain 
so we can understand them the different principles in this bill? 

Senator SMITH. No, sir; I am going to read the bill and tell what 
it makes aJ.1 assault with intent to do. (Laughter.) 

It strikes down our constitutional safeguards and surren
ders the powers of Congress by giving dictatorial powers to 
one man to do everything and accomplish nothing for the 
people. 

It is my opinion that when prices are stabilized on a basis 
of proper supply that the trade will fall in line with the 
Government and purchase the products at the price named 
by the Government without license or an excessive processing 
fee and without the threat of a $1,000 per day fine for doing 
business without a license, because they will be protected 
against violent fluctuations in prices and can deal safely in 
these products just like they did in wheat when the price 
was fixed by the Government and no loss was incurred. 
There has never been a permanent surplus of agricultural 
products, and would be no surplus now if the people had the 
money to supply their needs, and they will never have the 
money until they are paid a profitable price and idle laborers 
are employed and given purchasing pcwer. 

If perchance the trade did not take the products at the 
price named by the Government, it would be cheaper and 
easier for the Government to pay the growers the difference 
between the market price and the Government price rather 
than continue with experiments like those of the Farm 

. Board and processing taxes embodied in the farm relief bill, 
where heavy losses have been incurred under the Farm 
Board and are almost sure to be incurred under this bill. 
Besides this, the licensing of dealers and processors and the 
collection of a processing tax amounting to probably a bil
lion dollars will cost the consumers more money than it 
would require to pay the difference between the market 
price and the Government price, and the policy of this proc
essing tax with heavy penalties would shake the foundations 
of the business structure of the country, built upon a cen
tury of successful business experi~nce. 

The Government can easily go too far when it undertakes 
to control by law the operations of farmers and business 
institutions, except to protect the public against unfair busi
ness transactions which rob the people of the fruits of their 
toil. Such measures as this are contrary to the genius of 
a free people and were never contemplated by the framers 
of the Constitution and are not authorized by that once 
sacred document. 

FARM MORTGAGE BILL 

The farm mortgage relief bill is a little " sop " tacked onto 
the agricultural bill to grease it so it can be more easily 
swallowed. I should be gfad to support a measure offering 
some real relief for the farm-mortgage indebtedness, to re
duce the interest rate and stop foreclosures; but this bill 
provides for a bond issue of $2,000,000,000 with an interest 
rate to the farmers of 4 Y2 percent, which is not much relief 



1668 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE APRIL 13 
compared with the low price of his products, the only means This question of money has caused trouble before, and 
through which the debt can be paid. I am for the Frazier it has been said that money is the root of all evil. I am 
bill, with some changes, which provides for the issuance of sure that the lack of money has caused much suffering. 
bonds to take up these mortgages at the rate of 1 % percent Andrew Jackson met the money power during his admin
interest and 1 % percent on the principal on the amortiza- istration by vetoing the bank bill, and Congress could not 
tion plan, and am not for this subterfuge which continues pass it over his veto, so the Government was divorced from 
to make the Government subservient to the bankers by I domination by the banks until it was gripped in a great 
guaranteeing the interest and establishes the bankers per- Civil War, and the banks got control again and established 
manently with their hands in the Public Treasury. Under the national banking system, and they have had their hands 
the rule adopted, we are not permitted to off er the Frazier in the Public Treasury ever since, and secured a death grip 
bill as an amendment. on the Government during the World War. 

I want to cut loose from bankers' control of the money of Abe Lincoln checked them for a time when they tried to 
this country and drive the moneychangers from the temple hold the Government up for an exorbitant interest rate, and 
of the Treasury of the United States, and this is the best he issued his greenbacks and told them the Government was 
time to do it and make them do business on their own money able to finance itself and would do so, unless the banks 
and permit the Government to resume control of the money would lend the money at a reasonable rate. He carried 
in the interest of all the peaple. Why should the Govern- his point and preserved the Union. 
ment delegate its credit to a few people to control the credit To emphasize my position I insert quotations from the 
of all the people? Senate Agricultural Committee in reporting out the agri-

Every banker who has United States bonds eligible to the cultural relief bill, as follows: 
circulation privilege can get interest· on $2 for every dollar In reporting this favorably we feel that we should advise the 
he owns. If the Government would pay me $2 for every Senate that, in our opinion, the bill wm not alone afford the relief 
dollar's worth of products I make on the farm, as it pays which the farmer must have to enable him to survive economi-cally. 
the banks for their bonds, my farm would be self-supporting. ·Prior to the bank holiday some 12,000 banks failed, resulting in 

The banks have had this Government by the throat long the destruction of some 20 billions of bank credit or deposit 
enough, and they have demonstrated already that they money. With the ending of the holiday, additional thousands of 
cannot be trusted to handle the Government funds and banks failed to open, resulting in the temporary if not permanent 

destruction of additional billions of what we call and use for 
deposits of the peopli:i unless these deposits are guaranteed. money. 
Do not take my word for this statement, but take the in- During the past 3 weeks the Federal Reserve System has dis-

1 ddr f th P "d t d Ii d M h 4 f th· posed of bills and United States Government securities in the 
augura a ess o e res1 en e vere arc 0 IS total sum of over $1,0oo,ooo,ooo, Reserve-bank credit has been con-
year and see what he says. I quote: tracted in the sum of $956,000,000, and the money in circulation 

Our distress comes from no failure of substance. We are stricken has been defiated in the total sum of $1,185,000,000. 
by no plague of locusts. Compared with the perils which our We report these facts and state that no substantial relief is 
forefathers conquered because they believed and were not afraid, possible for agriculture until the policy of defiation is not only 
we have still much to be thankful for. Nature still offers her checked but reversed, and a substantial sum of actual money is 
bounty and human efforts have multiplied it. Plenty is at our admitted and, if need be, forced into circulation. 
doorstep, but a generous use of it languishes in the very sight of Agriculture demands an adequate supply of honest and sound 
the supply. Primarily this is because the rulers of exchange of money and at this time we have neither. 
mankind's goods have failed, through their stubbornness and their Agriculture does not demand a 50-cent dollar or an unsound 
own incompetence, have admitted their . failure, and abdicated. dollar, but does protest the retention of a 200-cent dollar. A 
Practices of the unscrupulous moneychangers stand indicted in dollar which fluctuates in purchasing power from 50 cents in 1920 
the court of public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds to 200 cents in 1933 is neither a sound nor an honest dollar. 
of men. Dollars so scarce as to be obscure, thereby forcing into existence 

systems of barter, trade, and scrip, are not adequate. 
This country must have more money upon which to do 

business without issuing bonds and borrowing it from the 
bankers. We now owe about $21,000,000,000, and this bill 
proposes the issuance of two billions more, with various proj
ects, adding about five billions more of bonded debt without 
any way of paying the debt except to borrow more money 
and pay more interest. Under such a system the property 
of the people is mortgaged for generations to come. 

We must either issue · Treasury notes without interest to 
pay for these projects or we must increase the metallic 
base for the issuance of more money by the free coinage of 
silver. This latter plan would enable us to trade with the 
silver-using countries of the world on more equal terms than 
is possible under the gold standard alone. The whole coun
try is overbonded and industry is overcapitalized with ficti
tious stocks and bonds, upon which the people are paying 
exorbitant charges. We must squeeze the water out of these 
overcapitalized industries and scale them down to a fair 
cost value so they can earn a fair interest on the actual cash 
value of the investment. 

If Government bqnds drawing interest are a safe basis 
for issuing money-and the bankers say it .is, and it is the 
method now used by the Government to increase the amount 
of money-why is not a Treasury note bearing no interest, 
printed on the same press that prints the bank note, just as 
good as the bank note, when it has the strength of the 
Government and all the taxpayers behind it? I should like 
for some "bloated bondholder" to answer this question: 
"What will be used as a basis for currency when the bonds 
are all redeemed, if that ever happens?" . 

The question of the soundness of money and the proper 
supply of money can and should be regulated by the Gov
ernment, regardless of what basis is used, as it is purely 
and solely a Government function. 

Agrftulture demands that the farmer should have a 100-cent 
dollar; that the purchasing power of the dollar should be fixed 
and established at the point to serve the best interests of the 
people, trade, commerce, and industry; and that when such value 
is once fixed, it should be stabilized at such value. 

We report further that no just, substantial, reliable, or per
manent relief can be provided agriculture or any other industry 
until the money question is considered and adjusted. 

We are not permitted under the rule to off er amendments 
to the bill. If there is any relief in it, the holders of bad 
mortgages will get the relief. 

Where the property securing the mortgage is worth the 
money, the holder of the mortgage is not going to scale the 
debt or accept a lower rate of interest, and this law does not 
and cannot make him do so. Then only the holders of bad 
mortgages, where the property is not worth the money, will 
take advantage of it and exchange their almost worthless 
mortgages for good bonds, with the Government guaran
teeing the interest at 4 % percent. 

This is a mortgage holders' relief bill, and the only way 
we can protect the farmers' interest is to recommit this bill 
with instructions to bring in a bill similar to the Frazier 
bill, bearing interest not exceeding 3 percent, including in
terest and sinking-fund retirement upon the amortization 
plan. 

It is claimed by those supporting this bill that the bankers 
will not buy these bonds unless the interest is 4 percent. 
If they refuse to buy them, then the Frazier amendment 
proposes that the Federal Reserve banks shall buy them and 
issue money on them, just as the Government issues money 
on the bonds for the bankers, and increase the volume of 
money in circulation and let the farmers have it at this 
low rate of interest until we have $75 per capita and 
raise the price level of all farm products. There is a pro
vision in the Frazier bill to retire some of this money when 
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the proper price level is reached, and this is a scientific 
method of controlling the issuance of currency. 

The Government is now lending billions of dollars 
through the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to banks, 
railroads, and insurance companies at about half the in
terest rates charged the farmers under this bill, and the 
farmers, as well as the taxpayers, must make all losses good. 
So why not give the farmers as low interest rates as are 
given the banks, railroads, and insurance companies, when 
they are as much entitled to cheap money as anybody? 
This is a clear discrimination between the farmers and the 
other classes. 

My only hope for any relief for the farmers under this 
bill and the farm relief bill already passed the House is 
for the Senate to amend them in such manner as to offer 
some substantial relief to the farmers, because they take 
time to deliberate and offer amendments, and the House 
denies the right of any Member to off er amendments to 
secure any real relief. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, in the brief time allotted 
for debate no man can properly discuss the merits of this 
bill. We listened to the chairman of the committee [Mr. 
JoNEs], who gave his explanation of the bill, and I wish to 
compliment him by saying he has the high respect of both 
Republicans and Democrats, because they know he acts 
with the utmost sincerity. I am sure he has tried to get as 
good a bill as would be permitted to pass, but I am satisfied 
he would like to get one much stronger than that here pre
sented. This is true equally of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CLARKE], the leading Republican on the com
mittee, who has always been a champion of agriculture and 
has great interests in his own state, as I have in my own 
State, the first dairy State in the Union, with New York 
and Minnesota closely following. 

I shall not speak on the drastic rule because those in the 
majority carry responsibility for the fact no amendment 
can be permitted on this bill under the rule. They must 
accept that responsibility with the rule, as adopted. 

I was a member, Mr. Chairman, of the Committee on Ways 
and Means when we settled the World War debts over a 
decade ago, and when we gave authorization for their set
tlement I had something to do with drafting of the amended 
resolution. Let me say, from our committee, Mr. Crisp was 
placed on the Commission. So was Mr. Burton, from the 
House, and others in Congress. From that resolution even
tually was drafted an agreement with France that France 
would pay her $4,000,000,000 debt, of which $1,650,000,000 
occurred after the armistice, at 1.62 percent interest. The 
face of the loan was cut cash value about 50 percent. We 
settled with Italy for 25 cents on the dollar for over $2,000,-
000,000, also running 62 years at 1 Ya :Percent, based on ability 
to pay. That was our generous treatment with these debtors. 
I can show you hnndreds of good farmers in my district who, 
on the basis of ability to pay, cannot pay 1 percent of interest 
because of heavy taxes they have to meet. They are certain 
to lose their farms unless able to obtain the cost of produc
tion and a reduced interest rate. 

I believe in the merits of what is known as the "Frazier 
bill" for reasons briefly to be outlined. I do not know that 
you are going to permit it to be offered as a substitute or as 
an amendment to the bill. I do not know that it is going to 
be submitted nnder the iron-clad rule you have on a motion 
to recommit; but I say to you, if not, the responsibility is on 
your side. The principles of the Frazier bill ought to be 
adopted. Our American farmers should be treated as fairly 
as we treated the foreign countries named, and their ability 
to pay must be taken into consideration as was done with 
great European governments, or our people are liable to 
lose their farms. [Applause.] 

In St. Paul last summer I talked with the president of the 
Federal land bank. I asked him how many of his mortgages 
were subject to foreclosure. He said over 50 percent were 
in default. This is the situation confronting the country at 
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this time. I want to give further reasons why lower rates 
of interest should be adopted at this time and shall offer 
definite data of other Government loans. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, at this time let me say I have voted for 
every agricultural aid bill reported by the Agricultural Com
mittee and believe the President would extend needed aid 
to the farmers of the country if possible to get his advisers 
to agree, but this bill to refinance farm mortgages fails to 
give material aid to those most in need beyond a 5-year 
moratorium to those who have ample security to offer. 

Agriculture is in greater distress than ever before in all 
history, and between taxes and interest burdens this bill 
gives little relief; but on the contrary it carries slight hope 
to the great army of farm owners in the country. It has 
been described as a nibbling bill by those who are most 
deeply in need of help-a bill that helps banks and insur
ance company mortgage holders, but not the man who 
pays. 

Last campaign generous promises were made for farm 
relief, and complying with those promises the farmers of my 
State and of the West generally swung over to the Demo
cratic column. Only once before in a half century has my 
State been carried by my friends across the aisle. In 1928 
President Hoover received 98,000 majority in Wisconsin. In 
1932 President Roosevelt received 360,000 majority, or a 
turnover of more than 450,000 votes in our State. Wiscon
sin, for example, is a typical agricultural State. It leads 
all States in production of dairy products, and in its wonder
ful agricultural development, fine farm homes, and advan
tages of education is among the first, with sister States of 
New York, Minnesota, and Iowa of like agricultural interests. 

The great political swing to President Roosevelt by the 
farmers of the country came from a belief he understood 
their problem and their needs. · The allotment bill now in 
the -Senate seeks to give some aid to the cost of production 
on a limited list of farm products. This bill seeks to reach 
the other side of the ledger by cutting down farm costs. 

Twenty-one States have asked for the Frazier bill through 
their legislatures. That bill is now being urged in the Sen
ate by Senator FRAZIER. It provides for an annual 3-percent 
payment by the farmer on his mortgage, of which one half 
is to be for annual interest and the remainder for amortiza
tion of the mortgage debt. Confronted with heavy tax bur
dens, that payment seems about all he can pay under pres
ent conditions, and is only about one half the annual return 
proportionately received from France and Italy by our Gov
ernment. 

The bill before us, with its stock contribution, reaches 5 
percent, witb many hurdles for the farmer to jump before 
he can get that slight reduction in interest rates. 

With that picture before him the American farmer, over 
50 percent of whose mortgages were in default last summer 
in the Federal land bank at St. Paul. asks what consider
ation does he get either in ability to pay or reduction of 
interest rates compared with European debtors whom we 
helped to win a war to save the world for democracies, 
largely turned into dictatorships. 

I have supported practically every effort of this adminis
tration to bring us out of the slough of business despond. 
Every economist admits that the buying power and pros
perity of agriculture, our greatest industry, is needed before 
any genuine permanent relief can be had. What then is the 
prospect offered? 

For many campaigns I have supported my party organiza
tion and 11 of these have been in Congress. It has been a 
precept with us that when the needs of the people were not 
recognized or cared for by our party that it was the duty 
of the official to act first for those he represented, irrespec
tive of party policy. 

Here we are confronted with an iron-clad rule by the 
Democratic House majority which prevents any amendments 
to the bill. We ask for interest rates recommended in the 
Frazier bill. Our State legislature has memorialized Con
gress to that same end. All the 435 Members of the House 
are permitted to do is to talk and beat their heads against 
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a wall. Possibly little more can . be expected from the 
Senate. What then will the farmers do? The responsi
bility js with those who made campaign promises 6 
months ago when looking for votes. To expect farmers to 
quietly take their beating after receiving those promises 
and ignoring memorials from 21 State legislatures is for 
the Democratic majority of the House to explain. 

Bill H.R. 4795 is this long-heralded measure to refinance 
agricultural indebtedness and at low rates of interests, as 
was expected by the bill. Every Member of the House, I as
sume, is anxious to give adequate aid to agriculture, if af
forded a chance to vote on amendments that could be 
offered but for the rule. Never before in all history has 
agriculture been subject to so many disadvantages and dis
astrous results as an industry. That relates also to the all
·important necessity of receiving cost of production, which 
long ago has vanished from the picture, not due so much 
to overproduction as to underconsumption now affecting 
both domestic and world markets. 
· Agriculture also faces the highest taxes every imposed in its 
·history. State, county, town, gas, and other taxes present 
a problem to every farmer under the most favorable circum
stances, but practically 50 percent of the farmers of the 
grain- and dairy-producing sections of the country are 
facing mortgage indebtedness in addition to other financial 
·obligations. 

These mortgages and taxation of the farmer's property are 
not based on equitable grounds, for he is required to pay 
taxes on the entire farm property, although his equity after 
deducting mortgage indebtedness may not reach 25 percent 
of the value of the farm. This is not an unusual situation. 
Unable to earn cost of production for his crops or to pay 
taxes levied by a local assessor who visualizes everything 
the farmer owns, the debtor faces interest rates upon his 
debts, whether placed with Government agencies or at local 
banks, that absolutely prohibit any hope of recovery. 

Business disaster has come to a large portion of people in 
every industry, but the farmer now finds his home and little 
property accumulated to protect himself and family in later 
years subject to complete loss through the situation that 
confronts him. 

This administration, overwhelmingly returned by the 
people with both branches of Congress supporting the Presi
dent, is able to grant needed relief. The bill before us, H.R. 
4795, affords no adequate relief. 

It provides for the refinancing of mortgages held by the 
Federal land banks if the value of the farm land to be mort
gaged equals 50 percent in excess of the amount to be re
loaned. In addition 20 percent of the value of ijnprovements 
will be taken into consideration in fixing the total ammmt 
to be loaned. 

At present farm values in my State and practically every 
other agricultural State, farm property could not be sold in 
many cases in open market for the value of improvements 
placed upon it. In other words, the reloaning value provided 
in the bill fails to give adequate relief to the great majority 
of farm borrowers. 

The bill before us fixes an interest rate of 4 % percent, 
providing stock is purchased under the provisions of exist
ing law, or an average interest rate of about 5 percent. 
While this is a slight reduction over existing interest rates, 
it is far in excess of rates compared with what the Govern
ment has fixed with other debtors in past years. 

As stated, a 5-year moratorium to prevent foreclosures is 
of benefit to those who can get by under present conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, agriculture is faced with the problem of 
"ability to pay" recognized by the French settlement, and 
if agriculture is afforded a loan of $1,650,000,000 at 1.64 
percent annual French interest rates, which is less in fact 
than terms proposed by the Frazier Senate bill, then 6,000,
ooo farmers will at once face prosperity promised during 
the last campaign. Every citizen connected with any in
dustry must desire that farm aid in order to secure a part 
of the prosperity sure to be reflected in business generally. 

The principal amount loaned by the American Govern
ment to European governments is not certain to be repaid, 

and settlements long ago arrived at by mutual agreement 
are now urged for cancelation by great financial interests 
of this country. 

The average farmer is just as intelligent and with equal 
understanding as the man found in Wall Street or in the 
average legislative body. He may not have the same means 
of expressing his needs, but never before in American his
tory have hundreds of thousands of honest, law-abiding 
farmers in this country engaged in opposing court decrees 
for foreclosure proceedings and preventing their execution, 
never before have thousands of these law-abiding farmers in 
desperation destroyed their own farm products in order to 
bring attention to their distress and force buyers to pay cost 
of production. The allotment bill passed by the House, now 
in the Senate, seeks to aid. in returning cost of production, 
but heavy farm debts are also a factor in every case. 

The bill before us contains provisions which may be help
ful to farmers not reduced to extremities, and one of these 
provisions as stated is set forth in the 5-year period exemp
tion during· which interest accumulations, though defaults, 
cannot be prosecuted through foreclosure proceedings. 
other provisions of the bill are helpful to a limited number 
but with opportunity for granting adequate aid the bili 
before us is disappointing and should be amended in either 
the House or the Senate to meet the agricultural situation. 
That can only be had with the aid of the overwhelming 
Democratic majority in both branches of Congress. 

The average American citizen will not be able to under
stand that 435 Members of the House under a rule voted 
by the majority are tied hand and foot without privilege to 
offer any amendment to the bill as presented by the com
mittee. It must be swallowed whole or rejected. One mo
tion to recommit back to the committee alone is permitted. 
It is significant that this long bill of 23 pages can only be 
voted ·up or down by the House today. Significant I say, 
because the figure "23" relates to the farm problem where 
over 50 percent of mortgaged farms are in default subject 
to foreclosure and sale. 

I am in favor of the minority report, and am glad it was 
my privilege and opportunity to have placed on the Agricul
tural Committee my colleague, Mr. BOILEAU, of Wisconsin, 
who so ably presents in that minority report the inadequacy 
of this bill. As he well says, he strove in committee to have 
it liberalized so as to better meet agricultural needs. If sub
ject to amendment, it would be vastly improved from the 
farmers' viewpoint. 

Members of the House who are glad to help even in a small 
way to bring aid to the farmers will agree with the minority 
statement that those signing that report desire the bill be 
amended as recommended, but make no commitments with 
regard to their final votes in the absence of such amend
ments. In other words, rather than lose legislation helpful 
to a limited number they will not vote against a bill that 
fails to meet the necessities of the great majority. 

In the Senate opportunity for proposed amendments will 
be given through more liberal rules governing that body; and 
the Frazier bill will be offered, I am advised, as an amend
ment and given a fair test by those who understand the 
problem now lying at the base of business recovery. If given 
like opportunities in the House, the terms of the Frazier bill 
or supporting that principle would in my judgment pass this 
body. Instead of the two-million tax-free bond issue pro
posed in the bill, I believe the House, if given opportunity by 
amendment, would substitute an issuance of currency by the 
Government similar to that advocated for payment of the 
soldiers' bonus, without additional bonds. A party majority 
of nearly 200 Members has passed the House rule that 
prevents any amendment. The Senate is free to act. 

Personally, I am familiar with e1Iorts of leading officials 
of agricultural organizations throughout the country to 
bring about adequate relief to agriculture. My own State 
and my own district, ordinarily prosperous and outstanding 
in its wonderful dairying industry, is suffering from the 
general depression. It is not agriculture alone that asks for 
relief, but whatever assistance can be granted to 6,000,000 
farmers of this country together with approximately 30,000,-
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· 000 members of farmers' families will by reason of increased 
buying power give general relief to every other industry in 
the country. If this bill is not amended as urged by the 
minority report of the .Agricultural Committee, then a new 
measure should be introduced and passed at the earliest pos
sible day. The President through his advisers has thus far 
exercised large influence in passing helpful legislation 
Promises made to the farmers during the last campaign 
should be kept. Those of the minority can only point out 
the failure of this bill to meet such promises in the manner 
I have briefly indicated. Relief should be extended by this 
Congress. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BUCHANAN]. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote for this bill 
because it is the best bill we could possibly get to refinance 
farm mortgages under present conditions and circumstances 

Do not understand me to say it is the best bill that could 
have been written, because there is nothing so good it can 
not be improved. 

If the $2,000,000,000 worth of bonds to be issued by the 
Federal Land Bank, the interest being guaranteed by the 
Government, can be sold for cash, then this bill will succeed 
absolutely and unqualifiedly, because it will give the ad
ministration the cash with which to make a real composition 
of farm-mortgage debts and bring them down within the 
ability of the farmer to pay off his mortgage and retain his 
farm and not lose the earnings of a lifetime during this 
temporary but tragic depression. 

Passing from this, I am specially interested and specially 
enthusiastic about section 301 of this bill, with the amend
ment that is going to be offered by the committee. Why am 
I enthusiastic? Because this section absolutely procures the 
cash money in the amount of $300,000,000 to refinance farm 
mortgages, with a real composition of the principal and the 
interest, or both. This $300,000,000, if properly adminis
tered, will refinance $1,500,000,000 of farm mortgages. Let 
us see how it will do this. Let me give you a simple illus
tration: 

Suppose a man has a mortgage on his farm of $10,000. 
The security is not extra good because the value of farms 
·has gone down 81 percent since 1920 and 36 percent since 
1928. The Government says to the mortgage holder, " If you 
will knock off $2,000 and reduce your interest rate from 6 
percent to 4 percent, the Government will lend the farmer 
$2,000 more as a credit on your reduced principal." 

Now, what will be the result? On the $10,000 mortgage, 
as it now exists, bearing 6 percent interest, the farmer would 
have to pay in interest alone over a period of 20 years 
$12,000. Under the refinancing proposition provided by this 
section, what will he have to pay? The interest charge for 
a period of 20 years on the reduced mortgage of $6,000 
would be $4,800 and the interest charge over a period of 20 
years on the Government loan of $2,000, at 4 percent, would 
be $1,600. Adding this together you have $5,600, which the 
farmer has saved on his mortgage over a period of 20 years 
under the refinancing composition plan. 

What else does he save? He saves an amortization fee on 
the reduced amount, which would be $400, and he saves 
$2,000, which is the amount of the reduced principal, and 
·adding the $400 and the $2,000 and the $5,600, the farmer 
secures a saving on the $10,000, under his present mortgage, 
of $8,000. 

Thus over a period of 20 years the farmer would have to 
pay $12,000 interest on the mortgage as now outstanding 
while under the refinanced composition he would have t~ 
pay only $4,000, all of which will more clearly appear from 
the fallowing figures and fact: 
REFINANCING FARM MORTGAGES--FINANCIAL BENEFIT TO FARMER ON THE 

BASIS OF A $10,000 MORTGAGE THROUGH REDUCTION OF PRINCIPAL AND 
INTEREST 

Refinance plan 

(a) Mortgagee reduces principal from $10,000 to $8,000 
and interest rate from 6 percent to 4 percent per annum. 

(b) Government loans farmer $2,000 to i:nake a further 
reduction in principal from $8,000 to $6,000, charging the 

farmer· 4 percent per annum on loan arid taking a second 
mortgage of $2,000. 

(c) Farmer agrees to amortization payment at rate of 
1 percent per annum to liquidate Government loan of $2,000 
and reduced principal of $6,000. 

Result 
Interest charge over period of 20 years on present mortgage 

of $10,000 at 6 percent per annum ____________________ $12,000 
Interest charge over period of 20 years on reduced 

mortgage of $6,00~(a) and (b)-at 4 percent per annum ____________________________________ $4,800 
Interest charge over period of 20 years on Govern-

ment loan of $2,000 at 4 percent per annum_____ 1, 600 
--- 6,400 

Saving to fanner in interest paynients__________________ 5,600 
Plus saving on present amortization paynients of 1 percent 

on $2,000 by which present mortgage is to be reduced___ 400 
Plus saving in reduction of principal from $10,000 to 

$8,000________________________________________________ 2,000 

Total saving of fanner in principal, interest, and 
amortization__ ------------------------------ 8. 000 

Summary 

On a refinanced mortgage of $10,000 upon the foregoing 
premises the farmer would be saved $8,000. The mortgagee 
will continue to carry private agricultural credit to the ex
tent of $6,000, and the farm mortgage of $10,000 will have 
been refinanced by the Government at a low rate of interest 
with a loan of only $2,000. Thus $1,000,000,000 would re
finance farm mortgages to the value of $5,000,000,000 and 
reduce carrying charges on such mortgages through reduc
tion of principal and interest more than 50 percent. 

That the mortgagees will gladly agree to such composition 
. has been abundantly established in various conferences dur
ing the past 6 months. The farmers, through no fault of 
their own, have suffered a tremendous loss; the mortgagees 
are ready and willing to bear a part of that loss. This sec
tion of this bill gives them a real opportunity to make a 
real composition upon a fair basis with adequate consid
eration. 

The principal facts on the farm-mortgage-debt situation 
are as follows: 

Principal facts on the farm-mortgage-debt situation 
TOTAL FARM-MORTGAGE DEBT 1928 ____________________________________________ $9,468, 526,000 

1930 ____________________________________________ 9, 241, 390,000 

1933 (approximately)---------------------------- 8,500,000,000 
HOLDERS OF FARM MORTGAGES IN 1928 

¥e:frui~~~~~~==================================== 
~=:~i~!~~Jes~==============================:===== Joint-stock land ban.ks. _____ -----------------------------

~~~~d~~~~ = = == == ====== ===== = = = = == ===== == === = = == === = Other in di vi duals _______________________________________ _ 

Other agencies ___ ---------------------------------------_ 

Total __ ---- ___ --- ------ -- --- - -- --- - ---- ---- ---- -- --

Percent Amount 

22. 9 $2, 164, 000, ()()() 
12. 1 1, 146, 000, 000 
10. 8 1, 020, 000, 000 
10. 4 988, 000, 000 
7. 0 667, 000, 000 

10. 6 1, 006, 000, 000 
3. 6 339, 000, 000 

15. • 1, 453, 000, 000 
7. 2 685, 000, 000 

100. 00 9, 468, 000, 000 

PERCENTAGE OF FARMS MORTGAGED JAN. 1, 1928 
Percent 

All farms-------------------------------------------------- 36.0 Full owner-operated farinS _________________________________ 34.7 
Part owner-operated farxns _________________________________ 48.5 

Tenant-operated farins------------------------------------ 34.8 
(The Inortgage debt in 1933 rests upon somewhat more than 40 

percent of all farms in the country.) 
RATIO OF DEBT TO VALUE ON MORTGAGED FARMS ON JAN. 1, 1932 

Percent 
Mortgaged for less than 25 percent of their value ___________ 25. 4 
Mortgaged for between 25 and 50 percent of their value _____ 37. 9 
Mortgaged for between 50 and 75 percent of their value _____ 21. O 
Mortgaged for between 75 and 100 percent of their value____ 7. 7 
Mortgaged for more than 100 percent of their value________ 5. O 

(Approximately 37 percent of the mortgaged farms were in
debted for more than half of their value.) 

INDEX OF FARM LAND VALUES 
Percent 

1912-1914__________________________________________________ 100 1920_______________________________________________________ 170 
1928_______________________________________________________ 117 
1930_______________________________________________________ 115 
1932_______________________________________________________ 89 
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Principal facts on. the farm-mortgage-debt situation-Contd. 
DISTRIBUTION OF FARM-MORTGAGE DEBT, BY TENURE, JAN. 1, 1930 

Percent .Amount 

On owner-operated farms ___________ ------------------ ___ _ 
On tenant-operated farms. _____ --------------------------

56.1 $5, 185, 399, 000 

On farms operated by managers __ _______________________ _ 39. 7 3, 671, 677. 000 
4. 2 384, 3a, ooo 

Total----------------------------------------------- ---------- 9, 241, 390, 000 

AVERAGE-SIZED LOAN OUTSTANDING JAN. 1, 1928, BY TENURE 

All tenures---------------------------------------------- $5,205 Operated by owners ______________________________________ 3,919 
Operated by tenants _____________________________________ 7,780 
Operated by managers ____________________________________ 13, 576 

Average interest rate on farm-mortgage loans reported by census 
in 1930 was 6.1 percent, including commission. 

ANNUAL AMOUNT OF INTEREST ON FARM MORTGAGES 
1928 ______________________________________________ $563,000,000 
1930 ______________________________________________ 540,000,000 
1931 ______________________________________________ 520,000,000 

FARM PROPERTY TAXES, AMOUNT PAID ANNUALLY 

Ta.'!:es on real Farm real 
estate and 

persona.I prop- estate taxes 
erty only 

1928 __________________ ---------------------------------- $766, 000, 000 
1930__ ________________________________________________ __ 777, 000, 000 
1932 ____ --- ----- ----- --------- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ------ - . 629, 000, ()()() 

GROSS INCOME FROM FARM PRODUCTION 

$616, 000, 000 
625, 000, 000 
506, 000, 000 

1928 ____________________________________________ $11, 741,000,000 
1930____________________________________________ 9,347,000,000 
1932____________________________________________ 5,240,000,000 

The decrease of the gross income from $11,741,000,000 in 
1928 to only $5,240,000,000 in 1932 demonstrates the deplor
able :financial distress all farmers are now in, but the condi
tion of the farmer who in addition to other burdens has a 
mortgage on his farm is indeed tragic. We have extended 
financial aid to banks, railroads, and other industrial cor
porations. The farmer is more worthy and in greater need 
than they are or were; therefore let us pass this bill without 
further delay. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. KNuTSON]. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, after having heard the. 
remarks of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN] 
on yesterday, I regret more than ever that this House has 
seen fit to tie our hands by the passage of the rule which 
was adopted on Tuesday afternoon which prevents the offer
ing of amendments to improve the measure. 

There are a great many new Members in the House, and 
if I may, I wish to go back some 16 years to the time of the 
Sixty-fifth Congress, which went down in history as a rub
ber-stamp Congress. Nearly all the legislation that was 
brought in to the Sixty-fifth Congress came up from the 
White House, was brought in on the floor of this body by 
special rule, and you could not dot an " i " or cross a " t." 
The result was that in 1918 the complexion of the House 
was completely changed to our advantage on this side of the 
hall, because the people wanted a Congress that would show 
some measure of independent thinking. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize; as you all do, that this is a most 
critical period, but, certainly, there is not a man within the 
sound of my voice who will contend that we would have lost 
any time by taking this bill up in the regular order. 

A number of speakers who have made a close study of 
this measure say it is not going to do the things that its 
proponents claim for it, and yet they are going to vote for 
it, because they hope there is a modicum of benefit for agri
culture in some of its provisions. 

I do not see how it is possible for the Committee on Agri
culture to report out a measure containing the defects that 
~re pointed out to the House yesterday by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN]. That is a mystery to me 
and, Mr. Chairman, judging by one or two of the talks that 
have been made on the :floor this afternoon, some of the 

gentlemen who voted for the rule on Tuesday are hearing 
from home, because they are beginning to explain their 
vote for the gag rule . 

I do not believe the damage we did on Tuesday is irrepa
rable, but I may say to you that if this is going to be the 
established policy of the majority in this House throughout 
the Seventy-third Congress, your present majority wm melt 
like snow under a July sun in the Seventy-fourth Congress, 
and we again will secure control of the House. I am not 
speaking as a partisan, but I do think that the situation is 
such that we should pass the best possible legislation, and 
I cannot call this the best possible, because too many mem
bers of the Committee on Agriculture, as well as others 
have pointed out serious defects in this legislation, and yet 
our hands are tied, and we are powerless to improve it. 

We are unable to better it one iota. 
Mr. KENNEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEY. Have the farmers of your State suggested 

relief by the municipalities? 
Mr. KNUTSON. Yes; I have introduced a bill to permit 

school districts to borrow money from the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation. 

I probably shall vote for this bill, and I am going to do 
so with reluctance, but I am going to vote for it on the 
theory that it contains some helpful features. I regret ex
ceedingly that you have made it impossible to improve the 
bill as it should be. I am going to plead with you that you 
make the rule that you adopted on Tuesday the last one you 
will adopt in this Congress, unless it is a political measure 
like the tariff. You cannot throw the tariff open to amend
ment because that is a political question. This is not a 
political question. You will find men on both sides of the 
aisle voting for and against it. [Applause.] 

I shall vote for the Boileau motion to recommit this bill 
to the committee with instructions to substitute the so
called "Frazier bill" for section 3 of the pending measure. 
I consider the Frazier bill one of the most helpful measures 
to agriculture now pending in either House of Congress. 
Indeed, it is the only bill that I know of which promises 
real relief to the American farmer. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min
utes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LucEJ. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall address myself only to 
section 5 of the bill, and shall so do for the purpose of ask
ing the chairman of the committee to clarify the statement. 
he made when he explained the bill Tuesday. 

This section increases the maximum size of the loans. 
The chairman gave us to understand that this was for the 
purpose of reaching conditions brought about by certain 
loans in the joint-stock land banks. He said that there 
were a few loans that were good and ought to be preserved, 
or something of that sort. 

What I wish to have him make a matter of record is 
whether it is his thought that the new financial set-up will 
make fresh loans between $25,000 and $50,000. 

Mr. JONES. Such loans may be made, but must have 
the approval of the Farm Loan Commissioner. 

Mr. LUCE. I realize that, but I want to know if that is 
to be his policy? 

Mr. JONES. Of course, that will depend altogether on 
the funds they have and the need for the loans. I take it 
that loans of that character would be the exception. We 
gave the authority, with the approval of the Farm Loan 
Commissioner, and I take it that means that the policy will 
not be to make those loans generally. 

Mr. LUCE. I regret much that the chairman of the com
mittee has put it in just that way. Members of another 
committee who no longer have jurisdiction have considered 
this proposal--

Mr. JONES. The reason for going as high as $50,000 is 
it was thought that as the joint-stock land banks were 
being liquidated, the privilege might be extended in excep
tional instances. 

Mr. LUCE. If that is the purpose of the gentleman, very 
well; I have no objection to that; but to put it into the 
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power of any man to increase the size of the loans generally 
would be a calamity. 

When the law was originally drafted, the limit was placed 
at $4,000. In the Senate that was changed to $10,000. The 
biggest mistake ever made by the committee that has been 
handling the matter was to permit the extension to $25,000, 
and the men in charge of the institution will so tell the 
gentleman from Texas. The Farm Loan System was con
ceived as an instrumentality for helping the small farmer. 
I protest against putting it within the reach of the gentle
man farmer or the industrial farmer, the man who has large 
capital invested. I protest for the reason that $50,000 lent 
to one man takes money which might have provided ten 
$5,000 loans to men who need them for livelihood. [Ap
plause.] 

I have a great regard for my friend from Texas, and I ask 
him to consider his own connection with this bill. I should 
regret if the country came to characterize this measure as 
"JONES' $50,000 bill." I hope, for his own sake, that he 
will not expose himself to the criticism of the small farmers 
of the country, the great mass of the farmers of the coun
try, when, through all these years, the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency, or, at any rate, some of its members, have 
tried to prevent this very thing. 

Mr. JONES. The thought was presented in reference to 
certain ranches and special cases that it is necessary to 
have refinancing, otherwise those farms might be broken 
up and put into increased production. 

Mr. LUCE. They are not the farms of which we usu
ally think as such. They are businesses, and you are re
financing the well-to-do man who ought not to have to 
resort to this particular type of refinancing. 

Mr. JONES. But this is to be the exception, not the 
rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts has expired. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 2 minutes more. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall take part of these 
2 minutes to emphasize the fact that it was needless to 
phrase the provision in this way in order to meet the 
exigency of joint-stock bank mortgages. You· do not know 
who is going . to be your next administrator. Perhaps you 
may rely upon the present one, but you expose him to the 

. pressure of the wealthy farmers of the country, and you 
expose his successors to that pressure, and the first thing 
you know you will find yourself in a worse position than 
you are in today through having extended the maximum 
to $25,000. I reiterate, the biggest mistake the Committee 
on Banking and Currency ever made was to extend it to 
$25,000, and it was done over the protest of a number of 
members of that committee, of whom I was one. I have 
had the safety and the success of this institution very 
much at heart, anti it has interested me more than any 
other matter coming before the Banking and Currency 
Committee. I have hoped to see here applied successfully 
the cooperative idea. Because I have done everything I 
could to foster this enterprise, I deplore now endangering 
it as is proposed by this amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I shall take a moment in my 
own right. This is a bill for refinancing farm mortgages. 
It is hoped that some of these mortgages of all character 
may be refinanced. Some of them are outstanding, in bad 
shape, and in the larger field it may be necessary in excep
tional cases to refinance the larger. mortgage, as the joint
stock land banks are being liquidated. If those larger farms 
are forced on the market and denied the privilege of refi
nancing, in exceptional cases, which the Farm Loan Commis
sioner himself must personally approve, they may be farced 
into liquidation and be cut up and divided and at a time 
when we have all of the production that we need along those 
lines. I am very glad to have the gentleman's suggestion, 
and when the bill is in conference I shall call his suggestion 
to the attention of the conferees. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min
utes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DowELLJ. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, we have before us one 
of the most important bills that has been before this Con
gress, and I am pleased to know that the chairman of the 
committee now says if we have any suggestions to make 
they will be glad to consider them in conference. It is a 
strange situation in the consideration of this important 
measure, that we should be invited by the chairman of 
the committee to make our suggestions, with the assur
ance that they may be considered by the conference com
mittee. We are going through the form of considering 
this legislation and yet from the very outset, through the 
adoption of a rule by the majority side, we are not permit
ted to even make the change of a single word in the 
entire bill for its improvement. 

No business or enterprise can long survive unless its 
products can be put upon the market at a price that will 
pay the cost of production, and that is just as true of the 
farm as it is true of the factory. It is because the farmers 
of the country have been unable to sell their products at a 
reasonable price that we are called upon today to refinance 
them. 

I call attention now to the rate of interest we are pro
posing to charge in refinancing them. This interest rate 
of 4 Y2 percent is entirely too high. It ought to be reduced, 
and in my judgment it would be reduced if the rule I have 
ref erred to had not been adopted and the bill had been left 
open to amendments on the floor of the House. I think 
there is no question about that. It occurs to me that those 
of you who are interested in the farmers of the country 
should have acted when the question came upon the rule 
and should have amended the rule permitting an oppor
tunity to off er proper amendments to a bill which affects 
every farmer in the United States. 

Just a ,short time agb Congress provided for loans to other 
institutions at a small rate of interest. There is no reason 
in the world why the farmers of the country should not be 
treated just as well as anyone else. There is no reason in 
the world why we should not refinance the farmers of the 
United States as cheaply as we can refinance anybody else 
in the United States. [Applause.] If you will give to the 
farmer a price for his product so that he can receive a 
reasonable sum for what he raises on the farm, if you will 
give to him a reasonable rate of interest on his refinancing
and his securities are better than any other security in the 
world-you will be placing him in a position where he can 
reestablish himself and do much to aid in restoring the 
country to normal conditions. To me it seems almost mock
ery to go through the consideration of this important bill 
with our hands tied, not permitted to off er a single amend .. 
ment to the bill. I protested when this rule was before the 
House, and I protest now, that we should have an oppor
tunity to place in this bill proper amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. DOWELL] has expired. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DOWELL] 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. DOWELL. If this bill had been open for amendment 
I believe it would have been greatly improved and a bill 
passed which would have been a great improvement over the 
bill that was introduced at the beginning of the debate. 

The situation of the farmer is critical and the need of 
this legislation is great, and I am hoping that much good 
can come out of this, but it seems to me that for this great 
body to go through 3 days of consideration of this bill with
out the slightest opportunity of doing anything except'make 
suggestions, which the chairman of the committee has fin
ally said he would give consideration to when he came to 
the final consideration of the bill in the conference eommit
tee is a waste of time. 

We should have the right to offer amendments or make 
whatever suggestions we wish to make if we can improve 
this legislation, which is so important to the farmers of the 
United States. I am hoping before this bill is completed 
that the Agriculture Committee may suggest amendments on 
the floor, that we may have an opportunity to reduce the 
interest charge, to give the farmer the opportunity to sell 
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his products at a reasonable price and place him on an equal 
footing with other business and industry. [Applause.] 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. DowELL] has again expired. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. I yield the gentleman from 

Iowa [Mr. DOWELL] 1 additional minute in order to answer 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. McGUGIN. In this connection, just to keep the 
RECORD straight, would the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
DOWELL] mind adding to his remarks that every Republican 
Member voted against this rule which made it utterly im
possible to amend this bill, and every vote cast for the rule 
which makes it impossible to amend the bill came from the 

· Democratic side of the House? 
·Mr. DOWELL. And may I suggest that when it comes to 

legislating for the farmer, politics has no place. What we 
ought to do is to do something in his interest and not upon 
any lines except purely in the interest of the farmers of the 
United States. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Wi.11 the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. DOWELL. I yield. , 
Mr. McGUGIN. In that connection, politics should not 

have dictated this rule vote, as it did the other day, should it? 
Mr. DOWELL. It should not. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 

has again expired. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from Washington [Mr. KNUTE HILLL 
Mr. KNUTE HILL. Mr. Chairman and fellow members, I 

am going to vote for this bill. It is not exactly what the 
farmers of this country want, but I am not going to excu5e 
myself by finding flaws and that is why I shall support it. 

I call your attention especially to title IV, section 401, lines 
17 to 20. Under that language a great many of the people in 
my district who are farmers will get relief. Take, for m
stance, the fruit growers of the Tieton project, who have 
spent their time, their money, their all, for the past 20 years 
in planting orchards and building fine homes. During the 
past decade progressive deflation has been their lot, and the 
prices of their products in the past few years have been in
sufficient to pay ·even the running expenses on their farms. 
They have exhausted their reserve funds. They have bor
rowed to the limit, and years of water charges and taxes 
have pyramided their indebtedness beyond endurance. 
Hundreds of them will be compelled to leave their homes and 
lose their all unless they get immediate relief. Without 
water their orchards, many of them 10 and 15 years old, will 

· dry up. A source of income to themselves anci wealth to 
~he State in normal times will be destroyed completely. 
They are not to blame. They are hard-working, efficient 
farmers who under normal conditions are independent and 
self-supporting. 

Throughout the agricultural counties of my State, over 
50 percent of the taxes are delinquent, reaching 70 percent 
in 1 or 2 of the counties. 

This bill will not give entire relief. It is a temporary 
measure. We hope for and expect more permanent relief. 
For the present, longer terms of credit and lower rates of 
interest are necessary. But what the farmers eventually 
demand is a stable and profitable price for their products. 
sufficient to cover all the costs of production, including taxes 
and interest on money invested. They do not want more 
credit but. an opportunity to pay off their indebtedness and 
have enough left over to enjoy the blessings of this wonder
ful, modern, machine age, and to keep them in comfort and 
happiness in their old age. 

Government statistics in 1929 disclosed the fact that 504 
men in the United States received a net income equal to 
the gross income of all the cotton and wheat farmers in the 
United States, approximately 2,300,000 farmers. Let · us 
abolish tax exemption on all securities and enact substan
tial income, inheritance, and gift taxes. Let us inflate the 
currency so as to bring back the pre-war purchasing power 
of the farmer's dollar. Let us adjust the inequitable tarifI 
barriers which have destroyed the fruit and vegetable mar-

kets of such sections as the Yakima Valley and Walla Walla. 
This can be done by friendly conferences with other nations 
as the President is proposing. 

With an equitable distribution of the profits of produc
tion and an adjustment of the monetary and tariff systems 
throughout the world, thus restoring the $8,000,000,000 inter
national trade we have lost in the past 5 years, the farmers 
will come into their own and secure their share of the good 
things in this land of boundless wealth and natural resources. 
They demand nothing more and will be satisfied with 
nothing less. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. KNUTE HILL] has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HART]. 

Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, I will vote for this bill, not 
because it is going to solve the refinancing problem of the 
farmer but because it is going to give him a breathing spell. 
I know, as an experienced farmer, that I cannot earn the 
interest rate provided in this bill; but if the refinancing is 
carried out, the farmer will have at least a year or a year 
and a. half, in which time he may be able to get some better 
legislation. I shall therefore vote for the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no criticism to make 

of any Member of the House. In the days when I was a 
little more fiery I sometimes possibly impugned the motives 
of some Members, but I find every Member of the House, 
that I have come to know, is honestly and earnestly doing 
the best he can. Some of them are reared in a difierent 
atmosphere _ from others; some have a different viewpoint, 
but all are working largely to the same goal. 

Mr. Chairman, regardless of the criticisms and groanings, 
this measure has a number of features that, in my judg
ment, will prove of real benefit. It will . reduce all the mort
gages in the United States, that come within its terms, from 
the pr~sent interest rates, ranging as high as 8 percent, 
averaging 6.1 percent down to not to exceed 4% and maybe 
lower. The average length of time the farm mortgages of 
America run today is 5 . years, that is, if the Federal land 
bank and j-0int-stock land bank mortgages are not included. 
All of the principal and interest of the average farm mort
gage in America must be paid within 5 years, and that rate 
of interest averages 6.1 percent. 

The document prepared by the Department of Agriculture . 
and which is available to all the Members has this infor
mation as well as much other valuable data. In other words, 
the mortgages of the insurance companies, mortgage com
panies, and individuals have an average payment period of 
only 5 years. The long-term payments provided in the 
Federal land banks and joint-stock land banks bring this 
average for the total up to 8 years. The pending measure 
permits these mortgages to be _ refinanced over a period of 
not to exceed 40 years. If it works out as it is planned, it 
will mean a saving of interest rates to the American farmer 
of not merely millions but probably $2,000,000,000 when 
spread over the entire time that the mortgages will run. 

I have great hopes of beneficial effects from the operations 
under title 3, which provides $300,000,000 for the purpose of 
financing through either first or second mortgages. 

One feature of this title refers to personal or outside obli
gations. With this I will not deal at this time. 

I am more interested in the feature of this title which was 
outlined to you by my colleague Mr. BUCHANAN, of Texas. To 
illustrate: Suppose there were a $5,000 mortgage against a 
farm, this mortgage being excessive. The representative of 
the Commissioner would say to the mortgage holder, " If 
you will reduce the face of the mortgage $1,000, the Govern
ment will then pay you an additional $1.,000 in cash, reduc
ing your first mortgage to $3,000, on condition that you ex
tend the $3,000 first mortgage and carry it yourself over a 
long period of years at 4 percent interest or 3% percent 
interest. The Government will then take a $1,000 second 
mortgage." 

The result would then be as follows: The farmer, instead 
of having a $5,000 mortgage against his farm with delinquent 
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payments and heavY payments coming on, would owe a 
$3,000 first mortgage at, say, 3Y2 percent, and a $1,000 
second mortgage at 5 percent, both spread over a long period 
of years. The mortgage company, instead of a $5,000 doubt
ful mortgage, would have a good $3,QOO mortgage with a low 
interest rate it is true, but with $1,000 in cash. These are 
arbitrary figures used for the purpose of illustration. The 
Government might be able, with a smaller cash payment 
and a smaller second mortgage, to induce such a scale down 
and thus operate in the interest of all parties. Three hun
dred million dollars used in this fashion would thus refinance 
several times that amount in mortgages. 

During the discussion criticism has been leveled as to the 
rate of interest provided in the other terms of this bill. I 
wish the rates might be made lower. To do so, however, 
would probably mean the Government's actually refinancing 
most of the mortgages in America. This would not trouble 
me, as I believe that mortgages could be refinanced this way 
at a low rate of interest without any appreciable loss to the 
Government. This, however, is an individual opinion. 

I have heretofore introduced a bill which would have ac
complished this purpose. A great many other bills have 
been introduced. That is just the point. None of them has 
been passed. 

During the last few years we have all known of the neces
sity of refinancing farm mortgages. While we have talked, 
nothing has been done. In spite of all these bills, in spite 
of all the conversation, the farmers are still payirig an aver
age interest rate of 6i'tr percent on mortgage loans. The 
average length of time farm mortgages run in America is 
5 years. Thus the farmers of America are burdened with a 
debt that bears an average of 6-i'tr percent interest, and 
the average mortgage is wholly due, principal and interest, 
within a period of 5 years. If these interest rates could be 
reduced to an average of not more than 4Y2 i>ercent, with a 
possibility of their being less and refinanced over a long 
period of years, do you not think it would have a vast bene
ficial effect? I believe it would. 

This is an administration measure. The administration 
is willing to do something. It is willing to talre action. 
This measure has been carefully worked out--as carefully 
as any measure of this kind may well be fashioned. Here 
is a chance to secure action on a measure instead of con
tinued talk. 

We have heard talk about the Frazier bill. There are 
other bills of a similar nature; some of them go further 
than the Frazier bill; some of them are not quite so liberal. 
Many of them have been pending for a long period of time, 
but this is the bill that is before us. This is the bill on 

· which there is a chance for action. In voting for this 
measure you are not yo ting against the Frazier bill; you 
are not voting against the Busby bill; you are not voting 
against the Cross bill or any other bill that may be pend· 
ing or that may be offered. You are voting for this bill. 

Any kind of a motion to recommit would probably mean 
further delay. You may favor a currency measure. Many 
Members of the House do favor such a measure; but if you 
undertake to complicate this measure with an admixture 
of other things, you are apt to reach the result of getting 
neither. 

I believe some of these other measures should be adopted. 
I believe there should be an adjustment of the currency in 
such a way that it will be a true measure of value at all 
times. I believe this thoroughly. I believe that such a 
measure should be thoroughly thought out and wrought out. 
I do not believe we should go at such a measure blindly. 
When such a measure is presented, I want someone who 
has studied the question thoroughly to have a part in its 
preparation. 

I am not interested in making it appear that I have done 
something. I want results. If it is necessary to operate on 
the almost lifeless farm of American agriculture, I want 
the surgeon who wields the knife to be one who wishes the 
patient to live. I want him to be an expert. When we go 
into the delicate machlnery of the issue o! currency, .which 

I want done, I want it done intelligently; I want it done 
effectively. 

It is possible that the whole Federal Reserve System 
needs revamping. Our experience of the last few years 
should teach us something. The manipulations of a few 
financial racketeers like Mitchell and others should be 
guarded against in the new set-up. I want these men who 
have been perverting the financial system of America forced 
into the background. In the darkness of oblivion I want to 
hear the swish of their vanishing wings. 

But this is not an easy matter. You cannot wish such a 
condition into being. Those who would take advantage of 
the finances of America are men of keen intelligence. If 
we are to take away from them the control of the finances 
of our country, if we are to wrest our Government from the 
group that has had too much control, we must match intelli
gence with intelligence. We must use the greatest care that 
it is possible for us to use. We must make it certain, insofar 
as it is humanly possiple, that the same result cannot be 
brought about again and that the real interest of all Ameri
cans, including farmers, shall be protected. 

I was not particularly interested in the handling of this 
bill. Being an administration measure in these days of 
emergency, it was set to pass. I made the open proposition 
to the chairman and others on the Committee on Banking 
and Currency that my committee would make no contention 
for this bill, provided that they would agree that the Com
mittee on Agriculture would hereafter handle legislation 
affecting the new farm-credit administration. I was inter
ested in the long-run problem-in the future of agriculture, 
in farm interest rates for the future. This is not the only 
measure in the long-range program which may inure to the 
benefit of American agriculture, and it is in the program 
ranging over the years that I am interested. Agriculture 
must be finapced on the soundest basis possible over a long 
period of years. I have dreamed that such a program might 
be worked out so that the shackles might be broken from 
the farms and ranches of our land. 

I want to see freight rates come down. I want to see 
trade barriers adjusted in the interest of markets. I want 
to see the discriminations against agriculture in our eco
nomic set-up removed. I want to see agriculture put on the 
same dead level of equality with other institutions and other 
commercial activities. 

I am interested primarily in American agriculture. Prac· 
tically all my people, as far back as I know anything 
about them, in Tennessee, in Virginia, and in South Caro
lina, have been tillers of the soil. Poor? Yes; poor as the 
rocks to which they clung and to which they sometimes felt 
themselves almost akin; yet, so far as I know anything 
about them, they have always been free in their actions and 
in their operations. 

In the long range I do not want to increase credit, but to 
get as low a rate of interest as possible and finally endeavor 
to work the American farmer free from debt instead of 
increasing his debt. [Applause.] This is the hope I have, 
not the increasing of his debt but insofar as possible freeing 
him from debt. The operations of this bill will not increase 
his debt; it will reduce his interest rate. It will give him a 
longer time in which to make it possible for him to pay his 
debts and furnish him a method of financing that is far 
better than that under which he is now laboring. 

In spite of the criticism, the threats, and the dire predic
tions, I believe in the United States Government, her his
tory, her institutions, and her people. Knowing the glory 
of her past, I have implicit faith in her future. 

This is but one of a series of steps that are being planned. 
I hope it will not be necessary to present rules like this in 
the future. In my 16 years of service this is the second time 
I have ever presented a measure which did not provide for 
freedom of amendment on the part of any Member of the 
House. I would not have presented it this time but for the 
great emergency and but for the desire for early action. 
After years of :floundering, after years of contention, after 
many mistakes, after much discussion, we have reached the 
time for action. 
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We have at the other end of the Avenue a President. 

He is a Roosevelt and has the Roosevelt spirit. Many people 
are impatient because they do not get done just what they 
want done; but, let me remind you that he has been Presi
dent only 6 weeks. I believe he has inspired more confidence 
and restored hope to a greater degree in the American people 
in a brief period than any other man I have ever known. 
I hope his future actions may justify a continuance of this 
confidence. He cannot do all the needful things all at one 
time. He has many important questions crowding for atten
tion. He has the currency question, which is the most im
portant of all questions and the one on which the success of 
all others depends. He has the foreign affairs question, the 
farm mortgage question, the home mortgage question, and 
an in.finite variety of other problems. In the early hours of 
the morning, through the day, and far into the night he has 
been working, toiling, struggling to solve these tremendous 
problems and bring about better conditions in America. 

We are giving him broad powers. I have faith in him. I 
know that he is trying. Insofar as it is possible, I want him 
to have an unhindered opportunity to carry out a program 
of reconstruction. He should have an opportunity by trial 
and error and otherwise to determine just what, in each in
stance, is the best course to pursue. 

Let us not break the circle. Let us not hinder the pro
gram by a process of sniping. For years we have been grop
ing around talking about various bills. He has started out 
to do something. Let us give him an opportunity to do it. 
If he goes too far, the Congress has at any time the power 
to checkmate him. It has the jurisdiction to withdraw any 
authority. It has the power to stop the program at any 
time it may go awry. 

I have just been furnished by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation the rates now charged in making their loans. 
They are charging the banks 5 percent, the insurance com
panies 5 percent, the mortgage companies 5 percent, and the 
railroads 5 % percent. Thus all this talk about reducing 
the rate of interest in line with the rates of interest 
charged others is not well considered. 

This measure provides an interest rate not to exceed 4 % 
percent. I hope it may be possible to apply a lesser rate. 
The measure provides a lesser rate shall be stipulated where it 
is possible to do so. One feature of the bill to which I referred 
a moment ago makes it possible to secure a much smaller 
rate in many instances. Let us be fair in our comparisons. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to make sure that these $300,000,-
000, or any part of it as provided in title 3, may be used 
for longer range financing of farm indebtedness, the com
mittee has agreed upon an amendment which I now offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time having expired, the gentle
man from Texas is recognized to present a committee 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs: On page 18, line 2, 

after the word "years", insert a comma and the following: "Or, 
in the case of a first or second mortgage secured wholly by real 
property and made for the purpose of reducing and refinancing an 
existing mortgage within an agreed period no greater than that 
for which loans may be made under the Federal Farm Loan Act as 
amended." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. 
Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, we should like very much 

to have some explanation of the amendment. 
Mr. JONES. I will make this explanation: Under title 3 

of the bill provision is made whereby $300,000,000 may be 
available for first or second mortgages. This applies to dif
ferent kinds of indebtedness, but one of the main purposes 
is to enable them to make trades with the mortgagees to 
reduce the prineipal and interest. In some cases these indi
viduals or mortgage companies may need a little cash and 
would be willing to have their first mortgage reduced, both 
principal and interest, and spread the balance of the loan 
over a longer period of years. This amendment enables the 
administrator to make the second loan for a longer period 
than 10 years on the land mortgages of this character. 

Mr. DOWELL. Would such loans be made at the same 
rate of interest? 

Mr. JONES. No; the second liens will bear 5 percent 
interest. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the Committee auto

matically rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. ARNOLD, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4795) to provide emergency relief with respect to agri
cultural indebtedness, to refinance farm mortgages at lower 
rates of interest, to amend and supplement the Federal Farm 
Loan Act, to provide for the orderly liquidation of joint-stock 
land banks, and for other purposes, pursuant to the reso
lution CH.Res. 103) , he reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the Committee. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the previous question is 
ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 

and was read the third time. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I am. 
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman a member of the Com

mittee on Agriculture? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I am. 
Mr. JONES. Does the gentleman care to have the motion 

read? 
Mr. BOILEAU. If I may have half a moment to explain 

what I have offered, I shall not insist upon the reading of the 
motion. 

Mr. JONES. It is what has been referred to here as the 
Frazier bill, is it not? 

Mr. BOILEAU. It is the Frazier bill providing for refi
nancing at 1 % percent interest and provides for a bond issue, 
and so forth. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the motion may be printed in the RECORD and considered as 
read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The motion is as follows: 
Mr. BOILEAU moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on 

Agriculture, with instructions to that committee to report it back 
to the House forthwith with the fo:lowing amendment: 

"Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the follow
ing: 

"'That this act shall be known b~ the title "The Farmers• 
Farm Relief Act." 

" ' SEC. 2. That the Government now perform its solemn promise 
and duty and place American agriculture on a basis of equality 
with other industries by providing an adequate system of credit, 
through which farm indebtedness and faTm mortgages now exist
ing may be liquidated and refinanced, through real-estate mort
gages on the amortization plan, at lY:z percent interest and 1 Y:i 
percent principal per annum. and through mortgages on livestock 
used for breeding or agricultural purposes at 3 percent interest 
per annum through the use of the machinery of the Federal farm
loan system and the Federal Reserve Banking System. 

"'SEC. 3. The Farm Loan Commissioner is hereby authorized 
and directed to liquidate, refinance, and take up farm mortgages 
and other farm indebtedness, existing at the date of enactment 
of this act, by making real-estate loans, secured by first mortgages 
on farms, to an amount equal to the fair value of such farms and 
50 percent of the value of insurable buildings and improvements 
thereon, through the use of the machinery of the Federal land 
banks and national farm-loan associations, and to make "au neces
sary rules and regulations for the carrying out of the purposes of 
this act with expedition. In case such farm mortgages and other 
farm indebtedness to be liquidated and refinanced exceeds the 
fair value of any farm and 50 percent of the value of insurable 
buildings and improvements thereon, then such farm mortgages 
and indebtedness shall be scaled down in accordance with the 
provisions of the act entitled "An act to establish a uniform 
system of bankruptcy throughout the United States", approved 
July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and supplementary 
thereto. Such loans shall be made at a rate of 1 Y:i percent 
interest and 11h percent principal per annum, payable in any 
lawful money of the United States. 
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"•SEC. 4. The Farm Loan Coni.missloner ts further authorized 

and directed to liquidate, refinance, and take up chattel mort
gages and other farm indebtedness, existing at the date of enact
ment of this act, by making loans at the rate of 3 percent interest 
per annum, secured by first mortgages on livestock used for 
breeding or agricultural purposes, to an amount equal to 65. per
cent of the fatr market value thereof, such loans to run for a 
period of 1 year, with right of renewal from year to year for a 
term of 10 years: Provided, That any depreciation in the value 
of such livestock ls replaced by additional livestock used for 
breeding or agricultural purposes and the amount of the loan is 
reduced 10 percent each year. 

"•SEC. 5. There ts hereby authorized to be appropriated, out 
of any money not otherwise appropriated, $100,000 for the uae 
of the Farm Loan Commissioner to carry out the provisions of 
this act. The necessary and actual expenses Incurred In carrying 
out the provisions of this act shall be apportioned and prorated 
and added to each individual mortgage, and. such sums so added 
shall be paid to the Farm Loan Commissioner for administrative 
purposes. 

"•SEC. 6. The funds with which to liquidate and refinance 
existing farm mortgages and other farm indebtedness shall be 
provided by the issuing of farm-loan bonds by the Federal farm 
loan system, through the Farm Loan Commisstoner and Federal 
land banks, as now provided by law, which bonds shall bear inte1·
est at the rate of 1 % percent per annum, if secured by mortgages 
on farms, and 3 percent per annum if secured by chattel mort
gages on livestock used for breeding or agricultural purposes. 
These bonds, after delivery to the Farm Loan Commissioner, may 
by him be sold at par to any individual .or corporation, or to 
any State, National, or Federal Reserve bank, or to the Treasurer 
of the United States. And It shall be .the duty of the Federal 
Reserve banks to invest their available surplus and net profits, 
after the dividends are paid to their stock.holders, in such farm.
loan bonds, such profits to include the franchise tax now paid 
to the United States. 

"•SEC. 7. In case all of said farm-loan bonds are not readily 
purchased, then the Farm Loan Commissioner shall present the 
remainder to the Federal Reserve Board, and the Board shall 
forthwith cause to be issued and delivered to the Farm Loan 
Commissioner Federal Reserve notes to an amount equal to the par 
value of such bonds as are presented to it, such farm-loan bonds 
to be held by the Federal Reserve Board as security in lieu of any 
other security or reserve. 

" • SEC. 8. The Farm Loan Commissioner and the Federal Land 
banks shall turn over all payments of interest and principal on 
such farm-loan bonds, for which the Federal Reserve Board issues 
Federal Reserve notes, to the Treasurer of the United States, and 
shall be by hlm kept for the purpose of redeeming said Federal 
Reserve notes and reinvested by him as a sinking fund In mu
nicipal or State bonds and bearing interest at the rate of at 
least 2 percent per annum, both principal and interest to be paid 
in any lawful money of the United States. 

" • SEc. 9. Whenever the amount of money actually in circula
tion in the United States shall exceed $75 per. capita, then the 
Treasurer of the United States, by and with the approval of the 
Federal Reserve Board and the President of the United States, 
may retire Federal Reserve notes in an amount equal to the prin
cipal paid on farm-loan bonds, for which Federal Reserve notes 
were issued, not to exceed 2 percent in any 1 year, of the amount 
of Federal Reserve notes so issued. 

"• SEc. 10. There is hereby created a Board of Agriculture con.: 
slsting of one member from each State, elected by the farmers of 
such State, who shall be elected by delegates selected by a mass 
convention of farmers in ea.ch county or parish within the United 
States, who are indebted and declare tt to be their intention to 
take advantage of this act, such county or parish convent~on to 
be its own judge as to who are bona fide farmers and otherwise 
eligible to participate t;i its proceedings. 

"•SEC. 11. The Farm Loan Commissioner ls hereby ·authorized 
and directed to give public notice, through the Federal land 
banks, to the farmers of each county or parish of the time and 
place of holding the first county or parish convention, which shall 
be held at the seat of government of each county or parish; and 
it shall at the same ti.me give notice of the first convention of 
the State delegates, to be held at the State capital of each State, 
notice of such convention to be given within 60 days after the 
enactment of this act. 

" ' SEC. 12. The farmers attending such county or parish con
venti.on and the State delegates attending such State convention 
shall organize and make such rules and regulations for their pro
cedure as they deem necessary or convenient, and shall elect a 
president and a. secretary and make arrangements for such other 
and future conventions as they may deem necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this act, and they shall at all times cooperate 
and assist the Board of Agriculture, the Farm Loan Commissioner, 
the Federal land banks, the national farm-loan associations to 
liquidate and refinance farm mortgages and farm indebtedness. 

"•SEC. 13. The State delegates so elected shall meet at the 
State capitals of their respective States and elect a member of the 
Board of Agriculture, who shall hold his office fi'om the date of 
such election and for a period of 2 years from January 20 follow
ing, and who shall receive $15 per diem and necessary traveling 
expenses while on official business, to be paid by the Farm Loan 
Commissioner out of any funds set apart by s-ection 5 of ·this act. 

"'SEC. 14. Immediately after their election the members of the 
Board of Agriculture, upon call of the Farm Loan Commissioner, 

shall meet at Washington, in the District of Columbia, and organ
ize by electing a chairman and a secretary, and they shall make 
such rules and regulations as they deem necessary and expedient 
to carry out the purposes of this act. Th.ey shall elect an execu
tive committee of three, none of whom shall be members of the 
Board of Agriculture, who shall hold their office at the will of 
said Board, and who shall receive a salary of $7,500 per annum, 
and 5 cents per mile for necessary traveling expenses while on 
official business, to be paid by the Farm Loan Commissioner out of 
any funds set apart by section 5 of this act. 

" ' SEC. 15. The members of the Board of Agriculture shall keep 
ln touch with and report to the executive comm\ttee the progress 
of liquidating and refinancing farm mortgages and farm indebt
edness in their respective States. They shall cooperate with 
county or parish and State governments, and with all farm and 
cooperative organizations within their respective States, to speedily 
bring about the liquidation and refinancing of farm mortgages 
and farm indebtedness. 

"•SEC. 16. The executive committee of the Board of Agriculture 
shall advise with and supervise the work of liquidating and re
financing farm mortgages and farm indebtedness by the Farm 
Loan Commissioner and the Federal Reserve Board, and they shall 
cooperate with said boards and with county or parish and State 
governments and with the various farm organizations, and with 
the agricultural colleges of the Nation, in order to bring about a 
Just and speedy liquidation and refinancing of farm mortgages and 
farm indebtedness. They shall report any member of the farm
loan system or the Federal Reserve Board who neglects, hinders, 
or delays the carrying out of the provisions of this act to the 
President of the United States, and it shall be the duty of the 
President, upon cause shown, to remove any such officer and to 
appoint some other suitable person in his place with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

"'SEC. 17. The benefits of this act shall also extend to any 
farmer, or member of his family, who lost his farm through in
debtness or mortgage foreclosure since 1919, and who desires to 
purchase the farm lost or another farm. It shall also extend to 
any tenant, or member of his family, who desires to purchase a 
farm, provided he has lived on and operated a farm as a tenant 
for at least 3 years prior to the enactment of this act. 

"'SEC. 18. The executive committee of the Board of Agriculture 
shall have power in case of crop failures, and in other meritorious 
cases, to extend the time payments due on loans made under this 
act rrom ti.me to time for a period not exceeding 3 years, pro
vided the mortgagor keeps up the payments of all taxes on the 
mortgaged property. 

"•SEC. 19. This act shall be liberally construed, and no techni
calities or limitations shall be imposed or permitted to interfere 
with the speedy carrying out of its purposes; and the provisions 
of the Federal farm-loan system and the Federal Reserve banking 
system shall apply as far as applicable in the carrying out of the 
provisions of this act; and all lawa or parts of laws in confiicf; 
herewith are for the purpose of this act repealed. The persons 
charged with the duty of carrying out the provisions of this act 
are authorized and directed to do all things necessary or conven
ient to accomplish its purposes with expedition.' " 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly that my 
obligation requires me to make a point of order against this 
amendment on the ground it is not germane. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, in my judgment there can be 

no question that this motion is not germane to the measure 
before the House. True, they both provide for refinancing 
of farm mortgages, but the Chair, of course, is familiar with 
the rule that in order to be germane all features of an 
amendment must be germane. 

If the Chair will turn to sections 7, 8, and 9 of the pend
ing motion, he .will find that .it provides for an issue of cur
rency, a limitation on such issue, and control of the amount 
of money that may be effected by this issue. 

The pending bill provides for loans for the joint-stoclc 
land banks with interest guaranteed by the Government, 
for the sale of them, and raising money in the regular way. 

It does not provide for allY issue of currency nor for the 
expansion of currency. It does not provide for any of those 
features. 

I call attention to two or three instances with which I 
am familiar. I have before me a bill offered by the present 
occupant of the chair back in 1924, when the original 
McNary-Haugen bill was before the House-both of them 
farm bills. 

The Speaker, in my judgment, offered a bill better than 
the then pending bill. He presented it as a substitute, and 
it followed the lines of the pending bill on the question of 
raising prices of farm products and the question of organi
zation, but it finally departed on the question. of using ex
.Port and import certificates as a method of handling the 
surplus rather than the equalization fee. 
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· The Chair ruled that it was not germane to the pending 
bill. The Chair said: 

The amendment offered by the gentleman from IlUnois as a sub
stitute for the entire bill is more nearly germane than the former 
amendment, but the Chair is of opinion that it does not come 
within the rule of germaneness. The object sought, of course, ts 
farm relief, but that does not necessarlly make the bill germane. 
The method is so entirely different in the bill offered by the gen
tleman from Illinois from the method under consideration that it 
seems to the Chair that it is not germane. Both bills recognize 
that the question of price is determined somewhat upon the ex
portable surplus," but the b1ll, which the Chair has rather hastily 
read, offered by the gentleman from Illinois by way of substitute 
proposes to deal with this question of exportable surplus. by giving 
a bounty to the exporter, evidently with the view that if the export 
brings a fair price, a fair price would result in the domestic mar
ket; but that is such a departure from the plan of the bill, which 
creates a Government corporation.- -giving it power and authority 
:to export, that it would not come within the rules of the House . to 
hold it germane. The Chair therefore sustains the point of order. 

Then, I recall in 1926 I was interested in the debenture 
plan of farm relief, and the McNary-Haugen bill again 
came up. I offered an amendment to strike out certain 
sections and insert new matter, and it was held that that 
was out of order. 

The next year, I think it was, in an effort to get my 
proposition voted on, I took the pending bill, spent about 
3 days writing all the provisions of the pending bill into 
the clocklike work of my bill in such a way that I thought 
the Chair would not be able to distinguish between them. 

I used the same sort of organization, the same officials, 
the sanie procedure, the same method of application, in an 
effort to bring the case within the rule. 

The Chair again ruled, on April 25, 1929, that. a similar 
proposal to a similar bill was not germane. 

I was somewhat peeved when that ruling was made. But 
after I thought of it I realized the wisdom of having a 
measure that had received consideration before being finally 
enacted into law. If you once open the sluicegates, · you 
will have a measure with all kinds of questions and variety 
of amendments attached to it. It is in the interest of or
derly procedure that measures may be presented in a clean
cut fashion with a direct issue. With some of the features 
of this amendment I am in hearty accord, and I think they 
should be considered thoroughly by a proper committee. 

I want to quote from a parliamentary decision that has 
long been treated as a landmark in this House. It was 
quoted in the decision on a similar question on April 25, 
1929: 

Simply because an amendment seeks to solve the same problem 
as that sought to be solved by the pending bill does not make the 
amendment germane. 

The purpose of the rule of germaneness ts to prevent the con
sideration of legislation which has not been considered tn com
mittee, and therefore the rule may be applied more strictly to a 
long amendment by way of a substitute for the entire bill under 
consideration. 

The rules of the House are based on reason. They are 
based on human experience. They are the results of years 
of effort on the part of legislative bodies to attain rules and 
precedents that will best promote carefully thought out and 
effective legislation. 

Tbe features embodied in the proposed substitute can be 
presented in a proper way, presented to the proper com
mittee for study. And they certainly need study. There
fore there is reason behind this procedure. Mr. Speaker, it 
is so clearly not germane that I do not care to discuss the 
matter further. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. JoNEsJ made a very persuasive argument upon the 
principle that two subjects are not necessarily germane be
cause they are related, but that is not the provision under 
which I believe the Chair must necessarily form his opinion 
upon the motion to recommit. I believe this comes clearly 
under the principle that a general subject may be amended 
by specific propositions of the same class. There are a large 
number of decisions and precedents that provide that when 
a bill contains two or more subject matters or methods of 
perf arming a certain action, when there is more than one 
method provided to accomplish a purpose or when there are 

two or more related subjects in the same bill, a motion is in 
order and is germane that amends either by adding related 
subject or by moving to strike out all of the bill and include 
therein a separate or third method relating to the same 
general subject. 

When a bill was before the House admitting several Terri
tories into the Union, the Chair ruled that an amendment 
to admit another Territory was a germane amendment, but 
when a bill was before the House admitting only one Terri
tory it was held not germane to include another Territory, 
the theory being that when there are two or more related 
subjects dealt with in the same bill a third provision may 
be embodied. I submit that this bill does contain more than 
one method of refinancing farm indebtedness, and I ask the 
Chair particularly to bear in mind the provisions of title I 
of the bill. Title I provides for the refinancing of farm 
mortgages. The substitute that I am offering also provides 
for refinancing of farm mortgages. Title I of the bill pro
vides for refinancing through the issuance of bonds at 4 
percent . . That is one method that is used in this bill for the 
purpose of raising money or providing money for refinancing 
farm mortgages. 

Title m gives a separate and distinct and entirely differ
ent method of affording relief to agriculture through re
financing. It provides that $300,000,000 shall be available 
through the Reconstruction . Finance Corporation, not 
through a bond issue, but from the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, this money to be loaned for the purpose or 
refinancing farm indebtedness. Therefore, there are at least 
two methods-these two are the outstanding examples-in 
title I and title m of providing money to refinance farm 
indebtedness. The Frazier bill, which is now pending be· 
fore the Committee on .Agriculture in the form of the 
Lemke bill, companion to the Frazier bill introduced in the 
Senate, provides for refinancing of farm indebtedness-
nothing more or less. It provides a bond issue the same as 
the bill before us provides in title I. It goes farther in one 
direction. Title m of the bill before us does not provide 
for a bond issue. It provides that the money shall . be 
loaned by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. The 
Frazier bill is a related subject, which provides a separate 
and distinct method, it is true, but in view of the fact that 
the bill before the House now has two separate and distinct 
methods of refinancing farm indebtedness, I maintain that 
the amendment I have offered is germane, because it comes 
within the provisions of the rule that provides that a gen
eral subject may be amended by specific propositions of the 
same class. I submit my amendment is in order, that it is 
germane, that it is as closely related to title I of the bill as is 
title m of the bill. There are already in the bill at least 
two distinct and different methods of refinancing farm 
mortgages, and therefore a third method is germane and is 
in order so long as it relates to the same subject matter. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard briefly on 
the proposition. It seems to me in approaching a proposi
tion of this kind we must not take into consideration whether 
we are for or against the individual piece of legislation being 
considered. My position has always been to maintain the 
precedents and the rules of the House, regardless of my feel
ings toward the legislation under consideration. I think 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has not entirely compre
hended the real point at issue when he refers to the prece
dents cited by him in his argument. I agree that if you 
have a piece of legislation amending the general provisions 
of a bill, that another amendment of similar character would 
be germane. As to the precedent that he refers to admitting 
two Territories, you could add another; but those two 
things are entirely different from what we have before us 
at the present time. There is no question but that addL11g 
an amendment admitting a third Territory would be ger
mane, but the gentleman has lost the real point at issue in 
this discussion. The bill before us deals specifically with 
refinancing farm mortgages. That is the only definite 
proposition dealt with in the bill. You may issue them in 
one way or the other, but that is the subject matter of the 
bill. 
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Mr. BOILEAU. May I suggest that in title m of the bill 

there is no bond issue but that the money is provided to 
come from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Mr. SNELL. That is true, but it all has to do with the 
question of refinancing farm mortgages, and comes about 
by issuing bonds. · 

Mr. BOILEAU. So does the Frazier bill. 
Mr. SNELL. The Frazier bill not only does all of that 

but in addition to this it provides for the direct issuance of 
currency. The question of currency is not mentioned in the 
present bill, and no reference is made to it whatever. 

This bill before us relates entirely in all of its objects and 
purposes to the refinancing of farm-mortgage loans. 

Whereas the proposed amendment embodying provisions to 
the so-called "Frazier bill" goes far beyond the purpose of 
the pending bill and relates not only to refinancing farm
mortgage loans at a lower rate of interest but provides also 
for a controlled expansion of the currency by the issuance of 
Federal farm-loan bonds, which bonds, if they cannot be 
readily sold shall be turned over to the Federal Reserve 
Board, which Board shall deliver to the Federal Farm Loan 
Board Federal Reserve notes equal to the par value of such 
bonds as are presented to it. 

Now the pending bill has nothing whatever to do with the 
currency and nothing whatever to do with the Federal Re
serve Board. It is strictly a refinancing proposition of farm 
mortgages through the Federal land bank system. More
over, the proposed amendment deals in large part with a 
subject which is not within the jurisdiction of the committee 
which reported the pending bill, but is within the juris
diction of the Committee on Banking and Currency, and 
presents a subject wholly unrelated and irrelevant to the bill 
under consideration. 

To a bill relating to the coinage of silver in the Treasury 
and its use in redemption of notes issued against it, amend
ments authorizing the issue of bonds and also authorizing 
the giving of notes for the deposits of silver were held not 
to be germane. 

These decisions were rendered by Speaker Charles F. Crisp. 
Hinds' Presedents, volume 5, section 5886. 

There is no doubt whatever in my mind but the Frazier 
bill interjects into this bill an entirely new and not germane 
subject and the point of order should be sustained. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, may I make one further 
statement? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin. 
Mr. BOILEAU. I should like to say that this problem 

presents three methods of refinancing farm mortgages: 
First, by bond issue; second, by loans from the Recon
struction Finance Corporation; and, third, by the issuance of 
bonds and subsequent issuance of currency. Those are 
three distinct methods. Two of them are already provided 
for in the bill, and I maintain the third is germane and 
should be admitted. As far as the Committee on Agricul
ture not having jurisdiction is concerned, I wish to say 
that an identical bill, known as the Lemke bill, H.R. 2855, 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and is now 
pending before that committee. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I just want to make a 
brief point with respect to this point of order. 

The bill under consideration has for its sole purpose the 
refinancing of farm mortgages, and provides money with 
which to do this refinancing, from bond issues of the Fed
eral land banks and from either stock sales or bond issues 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, both of them 
private corporations. This method of financing is complete 
and adequate for the purpose of the original bill. The 
proposition under consideration by the motion to recommit 
is to expand the currency by 3 % billion dollars, which is 
not at all essential to the purpose of the bill, is not neces
sary for it. As anybody who understands the situation 
knows, and we all take judicial notice of the fact, it has a 
primary purpose entirely dissociated from mortgage redemp
.tions. It is not necessary. It is an entirely new matter, 
and whethe1· express or implied, it has a purpose foreign to 
the purposes of the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule. The ques
tion presented has been passed upon two or three times and 
presents nothing new. The bill under consideration pro
vides a method of farm relief, essentially by the issuance of 
bonds, to be marketed in the ordinary way. The Frazier 
bill, which is the subject of the motion to recommit, pro
vides also for farm relief, also for bond issues, and, in addi
tion to that, provides a method of meeting the bond issues 
by currency printed and issued, clearly inflation, which may 
amount to as much as 3 % billion dollars. The two methods 
are as wide apart as the poles. 

The present Speaker of the House argued a like question 
back in 1924 when the very first farm relief bill was under 
consideration, the first of the McNary-Haugen bills. That 
bill provided a method of farm relief, fixing farm ·prices 
with reference to related products, and the present Speaker 
of the House proposed an amendment to the bill which prn
vided an entirely different method, and the present Sp~aker 
agrees with the gentleman from Texas when be said' that 
his method was much better than the method provided in 
that bill; but that did not make any difference. A point of 
order was made against the amendment proposed by the 
present Speaker, by Mr. CANNON of Missouri, the author of 
Cannon's Precedents, and the gentleman from Missouri 
argued the point of order and convinced the Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole, Mr. SANDERS, although he did 
not convince me then, that my amendment was not ger
mane. The object of my amendment then and the object 
of the bill under consideration at that time were to provide 
methods of farm relief, but they were widely different; al
though not as widely different as is proposed in the so
called "Frazier bill" and in the bill now under consideration. 

Again, on April 24, 1929, the same question came up. 
The . Chairman of the Committee of the Whole at that 

time was Mr. MAPES. He rendered a decision based upon 
the decision rendered by Mr. SANDERS in 1924. The opinion 
by Mr. Chairman MAPES was a well-considered opinion 
covering the entire subject. 

The Chair feels he cannot ignore the precedents that he 
has cited, and he might add that he could call attention to 
a number of others. The Chair wants it distinctly under
stood that he is not passing upon the propriety of inflating 
the currency. That is another question. If the currency 
is to be inflated by printing and distributing money in any 
way, it should be the subject of a separate bill, considered 
by a committee, reported to the House, and considered on 
the floor in the ordinary way. 

The Chair, therefore, feels constrained to and does sus
tain the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of the 
Membership, will not the Speaker incorporate in his pres
ent decision the 1924 opinion of Mr. SANDERS? 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the opinion referred 
to will be printed. 

The opinion referred to is as follows: 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] as a substitute 
for the entire bill is more nearly germane than the former amend
ment, but the Chair is of opinion that it does not come within 
the rule of germaneness. The object sought, of course, is farm 
relief, but that does not necessarily make the bill germane. The 
method is so entirely different in the bill offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois from the method of the bill under consideration that 
it seems to the Chair that it is not germane. Both bills recognize 
that the question of price is determined somewhat upon the ex
portable surplus, but the bill which the Chair has rather hastily 
read, offered by the gentleman from Illinois by way of substitute, 
proposes to deal with this question of exportable surplus by giving 
a bounty to the exporter, evidently with the view that if the export 
brings a fair price, a fair price would result in the domestic mar
ket; but that is such a departure from the plan of the bill which 
creates a Government corporation, giving it power and authority 
to export, that it would not come within the rules of the House 
to hold it germane. The Chair therefore sustains the point of 
order. 

• • • • • 
The Chair is ready to rule. The amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. SANDERS] seeks to effect the same 
general purpose as the bill in question-that is, to relieve the 
agricultural situation. It is true, as suggested by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. JoN:&:s}, that the mere fact that there is to an 
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extent a departure from the bill under consideration does not 
make it out of order because otherwise there would be no necessity 
of offering a substitute or amendment of any k.ind. However, it 
is not possible to offer a substitute for a bill which undertakes to 
give the same relief and yet departs entirely from the method of 
the bill under consideration. The Haugen bill, under considera
tion, is an emergency measure and merely gives power to investi
gate and determine when a special emergency exists with reference 
to any one of the enumerated agricultural products, and then the 
corporation having certain definite powers comes into action and 
by means of control of exportable surplus relieves the situation. 
This substitute is permanent legislation, giving the Government 
power to buy and sell farm products. While the ultimate object 
is to relieve agriculture, it embraces a method that does not come 
within the rules of the House in reference to germaneness to the 
bill under consideration, and the point of order is sustained. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Speaker, I have a motion to re
commit the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I am not opposed to the bill, but I 

believe it ought to be amended. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to 

recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. GILCHRIST moves to recommit H.R. 4795 to the Committee 

on Agriculture with instructions to amend the bill by striking 
therefrom the words "4 per centum" wherever such words ap
pear in title I of the bill and by substituting in lieu thereof the 
words "3¥2 per centum "; and also by striking the words "5 per 
centum " wherever such words appear in such title and by sub
stituting in lieu thereof the words "4Y-i per centum "; and by 
striking "4~ per centum" in line 12 of section 4 of the bill, 
and inserting in lieu thereof the words "3% per centum." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion to 

recommit. 
Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and 

nays on the motion to recommit. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 

by Mr. GILCHRIST) there were-ayes 43, noes, 196. 
So the motion to recommit was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 

bill. 
Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Speaker, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Is a request for the yeas 

and nays on the final passage of the bill in order at this 
time? 

The SPEAKER. It is in order; yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the 

yeas and nays on the final passage of the bill. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there were-yeas 387, nays 

12, not voting 32, as follows: 

Abernethy 
Adair 
Adams 
Allen 
Allgood 
Andrews, N .Y. 
Arens 
Arnold 
Auf der Helde 
Ayers. Mont. 
Ayres, Kans. 
Bacharach 
Bacon 
Bakewell 
Beedy 
Beiter 
Berlin 
Biermann 
Black 
Blanchard 
Bland 
Blanton 
Bloom 
Boehne 
Boland 
Bolton 
Boylan 

[Roll No. 12) 
YEAS-387 

Briggs 
Brooks 
Brown, Ky. 
Brown, Mich. 
Browning 
Brunner 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bulwinkle 
Burch 
Burke, Calif. 
Burke, Nebr. 
Burnham 
Busby 
Byrns 
Cady 
Caldwell 
Cannon, Mo. 
Cannon, Wis. 
Carden 
Carley 
Carpenter, Kans. 
Carpenter, Nebr. 
Carter, Calif. 
Carter, Wyo. 
Cary 
Castellow 

Cavicchia 
Cell er 
Chapman 
Chase 
Chavez 
Christianson 
Church 
Claiborne 
Clark, N.C. 
Clarke. N.Y. 
Cochran, Mo. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Coffin 
Colden 
Cole 
Collins, Calif. 
Collins, Miss. 
Colmer 
Condon 
Connery 
Cooper, Ohio 
Cooper, Tenn. 
Corning 
Cox 
Cravens 
Crosby 
Cross 

Crosser 
Crowe 
Crowther 
Crump 
Culkin 
Cullen 
Cummings 
Darden 
Darrow 
Dear 
Deen 
Delaney 
De Priest 
DeRouen 
Dickinson 
Dickstein 
Dies 
Dingell 
Dirksen 
Disney 
Dobbins 
Dockweller 
Dondero 
Doughton 
Doutrlch 
Dowell 
Doxey 

Drewry 
Driver 
Duffey 
Duncan. Mo. 
Dunn 
Durgan, Ind. 
Eagle 
Eaton 
Edmonds 
Eicher 
Ellzey, Miss. 
Eltse, Calif. 
Engle bright 
Evans 
Faddis 
Flesinger 
Fish 
Fitzgibbons 
Fitzpatrick 
Flannagan 
Fletcher 
Focht 
Ford 
Foss 
Foulkes 
Frear 
Fuller 
Fulmer 
Gambrill 
Gasque 
Gavagan 
Gilchrist 
Gillespie 
Gillette 
Glover 
Goldsborough 
Goodwin 
Granfield 
Gray 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gregory 
Griffin 
Griswold 
Guyer 
Haines 
Hamilton 
Hancock, N.Y. 
Hancock, N .C. 
Harlan 
Hart 
Harter 
Hartley 
Hastings 
Healey 
Henney 
Hess 
Hildebrandt 
Hill, Ala. 
Hill, Knute 
Hill, SamB. 
Ho id.ale 
Holmes 
Hooper 
Hope 
Howard 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Imhoff 
Jacobsen 

Beck 
Boileau 
Ditter 

Almon 
Andrew. Mass. 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Beam 
Brand 
Brennan 
Britten 

James 
Jeffers 
Jenck es 
Jenkins 
John.son, Minn. 
Johnson, Okla. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnson, w.va. 
Jones 
Kahn 
Keller 
Kelly, Ill. 
Kelly, Pa. 
Kemp 
Kennedy, N.Y. 
Kenney 
Kinzer 
Kleberg 
Kloeb 
Kniffin 
Knutson 
Kocialkowskl 
Kopplemann 
Kramer 
Kurtz 
Kvale 
Lambertson 
Lambeth 
Lamneck 
Lanham 
Lanzetta 
Larrabee 
Lea, Calif. 
Lee, Mo. 
Lehlbach 
Lehr 
Lemke 
Lesinski 
Lewis, Colo. 
Lewis, Md. 
Lindsay 
Lloyd 
Lozier 
Luce 
Ludlow 
McCarthy 
McClintic 
McCormack 
Menu.me 
McFarlane 
McGrath 
McGugin 
McKeown 
McLean 
McLeod 
McReynolds 
Mcswain 
Major 
Maloney, Conn. 
Maloney, La. 
Mansfield 
Mapes 
Marland 
Marshall 
Martin, Colo. 
Martin, Mass. 
Martin, Oreg. 
May 
Mead 
Meeks 

Millard 
Miller 
Milligan 
Mitchell 
Monaghan 
Montet 
Moran 
Morehead 
Mott 
Murdock 
Musselwhite 
Nesbit 
Norton 
O'Brien 
O'Connell 
O'Connor 
O'Malley 
Oliver, Ala. 
Oliver, N.Y. 
Owen 
Palmisano 
Parker, Ga. 
Parker, N.Y. 
Parks 
Parsons 
Patman 
Peavey 
Perkins 
Peterson 
Pettengill 
Peyser 
Pierce 
Polk 
Pou 
Powers 
Prall 
Ragon 
Ramsay 
Ramspeck 
Randolph 
Rankin 
Rayburn 
Reed, N.Y. 
Reilly 
Rich 
Richards 
Richardson 
Robertson 
Robinson 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rogers, N .H. 
Rogers, Okla. 
Romjue 
Rudd 
Ruffin 
Saba th 
Sadowski 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schaefer 
Schuetz 
Schulte 
Scrugham 
Sears 
Secrest 
Seger 
Shallenberger 
Shannon 
Shoemaker 
Sinclair 

NAYS-12 

Goss McFadden 
Hoeppel Merritt 
Lundeen Ransley 

NOT VOTING-32 

Brumm 
Buckbee 
Cartwright 
Connolly 
Douglass 
Farley 
Fernandez 
Gibson 

Gifford 
Higgins 
Hollister 
Kee 
Kennedy, Md. 
Kerr 
McMUlan 
Montague 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote: 

Slrovicb 
Sisson 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wash. 
Smith, w.va. 
Snell 
Snyder 
Somers, N .Y. 
Spence 
Stalker 
Stokes 
Strong, Pa. 
Strong, Tex. 
Stubbs 
Studley 
Sullivan 
Sumners, Tex. 
Sutphin 
Swank 
Sweeney 
Swick 
Taber 
Tarver 
Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, S.C. 
Taylor, Tenn. 
Thom 
Thomason. Tex. 
Thompson, Ill. 
Thurston 
Tobey 
Traeger 
Treadway 
Truax 
Turner 
Turpin 
Umstead 
Underwood 
Utterback 
Vinson, Ga. 
Vinson, Ky. 
Wadsworth 
Waldron 
Wallgren 
Walter 
Warren 
Weaver 
Weideman 
Welch 
Werner 
West 
Whitley 
Whlttington 
Wigglesworth 
Wilcox 
Willford 
Williams 
Wilson 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolfenden 
Wolvertoc 
Wood. Ga. 
Wood, Mo. 
Woodruff 
Woodrum 
Young 
Zioncheck 
The Speaker 

Terrell 
Tinkham 
Watson 

Moynihan 
Muldowney 
Reece 
Reid, Ill. 
Simpson 
Steagall 
Wearin 
White 

Mr. Gibson (for) with Mr. Andrew of Mass. (against). 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Britten with Mr. Reece. 
Mr. Gifford with Mr. Simpson. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentle
man from Iowa, Mr. WEARIN, is unavoidably absent. If he 
were here, he would vote "aye." 

Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentle
man from Alabama, Mr. BANKHEAD, is unavoidably absent. 
If he were present, he would vote " aye." 



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 1681 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, my col

league the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. GIFFORD, is 
ill. If present, he would vote " aye." 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the following Mem
bers are unavoidably absent. If they had been present, they 
would have voted "aye." 

Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. BUCKBEE, Mr. REID of Illinois, Mr. BRUMM, 
Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. HOLLISTER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. 
MULDOWNEY. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, the following Members are 
unavoidably absent. If they had been present, they would 
have voted "aye" on the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLASS, Mr. FERNANDEZ, Mr. KEE, Mr. McMILLAN, 
Mr. ALMON, Mr. BRENNAN, Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland, Mr. 
BANKHEAD, Mr. FARLEY, Mr. MONTAGUE, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. 
BRAND, Mr. KERR, Mr. BEAM, Mr. STEAGALL, Mr. WEARIN, and 
Mr. WHITE. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. KNUTSON. How does the distinguished majority 

leader know that these gentlemen would have voted as he 
states? 

Mr. BYRNS. For the same reason that the distinguished 
whip on the gentleman's side knew how the Members he 
mentioned would have voted. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. That is not a parliamentary inquiry. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
On motion of Mr. JONES, a motion to reconsider the vote 

by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
RELIEVING THE FARM RELIEVERS 

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD by inclucfing a short ad
dress delivered by myself over the National Broadcasting 
System on the farm bill which recently passed the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my 

remarks in the RECORD, I include the following address de
livered by myself over the network of the National Broad
casting Co., April 8, 1933: 

The title of this address should leave no doubt in the minds of 
this audience as to those who, in my judgment, are going to be 
relieved by the pending farm relief bill. This blll was sponsored 
by the American Farm Bureau Federation and the National 
Grange, and by three large cooperative organizations who bor
rowed huge sums of money, which came out of the Federal Treas
ury as the result of the Farm Marketing Act. 

The situation of the farmers of the United States would be bad 
enough because of the diversity of their interests, due to geo
graphical, climatic, and soH conditions, if they had no organi
zation at a.II. However, when you realize that these so-called 
"farm leaders" have capitali2Vd the sad plight of the farmers to 
raid the Treasury and pay themselves enormous salaries, you can 
see that their situation is indeed tragic. 

Why should the salaries of farm relievers be so high? Why 
should these men, with crocodile tears in their eyes, telling about 
the grievous predicament of the farmer, demand salaries from 
$10,000 to $75,000 a year? They have a 100-percent record for 
backing farm legislation that has failed. Under their leadership 
the farmer has sunk to the lowest point since the first settlers 
landed in Virginia under John Smith. 

With a record of this kind of leadership, why should anyone 
have faith in further legislation which they advocate? They 
claim to represent at least half the farmers of the United States. 
Consult your farmer friends in your own community and you will 
find out that these claims are false. Yet these statements are 
freely made and kept before the Congress, and Congress is passing 
legislation that they are demanding. Congress has but few. men 
who have had any experience in farm marketing. Therefore it is 
comparatively easy for these pirates to raid the Treasury with 
their unsound schemes. 

I am going to discuss the American Farm Bureau Federation in 
particular, because this is the most active so-called "farm lobby" 
here in Washington. These leaders, and especially the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, have been active with reference to all 
legislation since 1920. They have been instrumental in the pas
sage of farm legislation, and the farmers' condition has grown 
steadily worse. Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington representative of 
this organization, testifying February 20, 1930, before the Caraway 
lobby-investigation hearing in the Seventy-first Congress, stated 
that every member of the Federal Farm Board was satisfactory to 
them. Mr. Gray also stated his organization was responsible for 
the naming of Alexander Legge, head of the farm machinery trust, 
85 r.hairman of the Federal Farm Board. Therefore, according to 

their own testimony, the American Farm Bureau Federation 
d.irected the handling of the Federal Farm Board with its policy of 
permitting farm leaders to draw salaries of fifty and seventy-five 
thousand dollars a year. These high-priced farm relievers, accord
ing to the last statement of the Federal Farm Board, have lost 
$350,000,000 of the taxpayers' money. I want to ask the farmers 
of the United States if they want another scheme sponsored by the 
same people, which cost the Treasury $350,000,000 and the farmers 
untold millions. 

Did these farm organizations sincerely believe that the Farm 
Marketing Act would be beneficial to the farmer? If they did, 
they disclosed their ignorance of farm economics. If they did not, 
they disclosed their willingness to otter this quack remedy to 
deceive the farmer. 

To help you decide as to their sincerity I want to call your at
tention to the testimony of Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington rep
resentative of the American Farm Bureau Federation, in the hear
ings before the Caraway lobby committee of the Senate, showing 
the connection between Mr. Gray and Mr. Edward A. O'Neal, presi
dent of the American Farm Bureau Federation, and their dealings 
with the Nitrogen Trust, the Power Trust, the placing on the pay 
roll of either the Union Carbide or American Cyanamid Co. Farm 
Bureau agents for the purpose of defeating Senator NORRIS' Muscle 
Shoals bill, which would have given cheap nitrogen to the farmers. 

Now, let us take up the pending bill. It has been endorsed by 
Mr. O'Neal, president of the American Farm Bureau Federation; 
L. J. Taber, master of the National Grange; C. E. Huff, president 
Farmers' National Grain Corporation; C. G. Henry, representing 
the American Cotton Cooperative Association; and Charles E. 
Ewing, president of the National Livestock Marketing Association. 

First, let us see how all these gentlemen profited from the last 
farm bill, as compared with the farmer. Mr. O'Neal's concern had 
two of their former officers drawing $12,000 a year as members of 
the Federal Farm Board-namely, Mr. Sam H. Thompson, former 
president, and Mr. Frank Evans, former secretary. Mr. C. E. Huff 
is the preacher who draws $15,000 a year as president of the 
Farmers' National Grain Corporation. This is the concern that 
was organized under the trust laws of Delaware with a paid capital 
of $76,000, and just before election refunded their loan of $16,-
000,000 from the Federal Farm Board for 10 years at one eighth of 
1 per cent interest. They could buy Government bonds with the 
Government's own money and make a profit of $500,000 a year. 
Mr. Huff should be interested in some more farm legislation of this 
kind, since the Farm Board is going out of existence. 

Mr. C. G. Henry, of the American Cotton Cooperative Association, 
who also endorsed the present bill, represents a concern with a 
paid capital of $79,500 which now owes the Government, through 
the Federal Farm Board, $61,000,000 that was lost speculating in 
cotton. Charles E. Ewing, president of the National Livestock 
Marketing Association, should also be interested. His concern also 
hM a loan of many millions from the Farm Board. 

In the light of the record of these men, would you as farmers 
call them in to chart your course? Would a business man or a 
banker place these men upon their board of directors after their 
record with the Federal Farm Board? Yet, these are the gentlemen 
who claim to have written the pending bill and agreed upon it on 
behalf of the farmers of the United States. 

I, as one farmer, enter a loud protest, and I want to thank the 
National Broadcasting Co. for permitting me to make it loud 
enough so it will be heard from coast to coast. 

Having given you a history of the gentlemen who claim to 
represent the farmers, now let us discuss the bill as it has been 
presented to the Senate {H.R. 3835) with Senate amendments. 
The first provision in this bill for relief of the farmer is a huge 
speculation in cotton. This, of course, is the chief interest of the 
American Cotton Cooperative Association. It is evident that the 
American Cotton Cooperative, which Mr. Henry represents, expects 
in this deal to save something from the wreck of that concern, 
which owes the Government $61,000,000, that are admittedly lost. 
The impression has been given out that this money was lost 
stabilizing cotton. The Farm Marketing Act never provided for 
cooperatives to stabilize any commodity, and the contract under 
which the money was lost expressly provided otherwise. The 
stabilization organizations, both in grain and cotton, were to carry 
out that work. If this bill is passed time will tell whether or not 
Mr. Henry's concern will come out of this deal with a few million 
dollars to the good. This concern should be placed in the hands 
of a receiver, and the cotton which they have should be liquidated 
and every dollar in this organization should be turned back into 
the Treasury without any negotiations whatever. The concern 
owes millions they can never hope to pay, and it is all the tax
payers' money. Here is the language in thts new bill that provides 
the way out for Mr. Henry's concern: "In making such settle
ments the cotton shall be taken over at prices equal to the 
amounts loaned or advanced, directly or indirectly, plus the carry
ing charges and operating costs thereon." 

These operating costs for 1930-31, which the Government is to 
take over, include the $75,000 salary of Mr. Creekmore; the $15,000 
salary of Mr. C. O. Moser, their chief lobbyist; Mr. C. C. Henry's 
salary of $10,000; Mr. U. Benton Blalock's salary of $10,000 per 
year; Homer T. Wade's salary of some $5,000 per year; and like 
salaries of numerous other officials of that organization. Is it 
any wonder that these gentlemen are enthusiastically for the bill, 
or that they have spent most of the time since Congress met in 
Washington at the taxpayers' expense? 

Mr. Henry's concern, the American Cotton Cooperative, has un
doubtedly handled several millions of bales of cotton on which a 
profit was made. What has become of the profits? The bill 
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provides that the Government shall assume the losses. It is pre
sumed that the farm "relievers" will take the profits. If this is 
carried out, Teapot Dome was a mild swindle. This bill, under 
section 9, page 10, provides for the levying and collecting of taxes 
which are to be paid out for rental and other -benefit payments 
to the farmers after deducting all expenses. How much will be 
left for the farmer no man can tell. However, all commodities 
named in the bill are subject to a processors' tax which may run 
as high as 50 or 100 percent. Section 16 provides that a tax shall 
be levied upon the floor stocks of processed goods on hand. Under 
section 19, subsection C, tt provides that in order that the payment 
of the tax under this act may not impose any immediate financial 
burden upon the processors and distributors they shall be eligible 
for loans from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation under 
section 5 of that act. 

Now let us see what can happen with reference to the money 
borrowed from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. In the 
hearing before the Senate Agricultural Committee, Mr. Woods, 
representing the meat-packing industry, told the committee that 
in his judgment this tax could not be passed on to the con
sumer without curtailing the consumption of meat. He stated 
that the housewife would only spend just so much of her in
ccme for meat, and any increase in price cut the amount o! 
meat she would buy. He also stated that meat is perishable and 
must be sold by the packers regardless of profit or loss. Mr. 
Woods also stated that the packing industry was not making a 
profit and that their normal profits when business ts good run 
from one fourth to one sixth of a cent a pound. It is obvious, 
therefore, that the packer cannot assume any losses due to this 
act. Mr. Woods further testified that it would take $30,000,000 
to pay the tax on the packers' stocks and $50,000,000 would be 
needed a little later to finance the tax. If the theory of the 
meat packers is correct, that this tax cannot be passed on to the 
consumer, or that meat is perishable and must be sold regardless 
of profit or loss, as Mr. Woods testified, and the packers lose the 
$80,000,000 in the operation, what position would the Government 
be ·in? Would the packers assume this loss, or would they come 
to Congress and ask us to cancel it as we wm have to do for the 
American Cotton Cooperative? These loans are available to all 
processors under the law and would apply to the meat-packing 
industry, to the cotton mills, to the rice mills, flour mills, and 
all other industries operating under this act. 

It is, therefore, conceivable that instead of the farmers getting 
relief that the Treasury of the United States may be relieved of 
half a billion dollars. The processors are not in sympathy with 
this act and it is my judgment that if this money is lost that 
inasmuch as they were forced into this kind of an operation by 
law, that the Government never could recover the funds. I want 
to ask the farmers of the United States if this is the kind of 
legislation they want? I want to ask the farmers if the American 
Farm Bureau Federation represents their views tn sponsoring 
this legislation? Does the National Grange represent your views 
in this legislation? Does the American Cotton Cooperative, which 
has lost $61 ,000,000 of the taxpayers' money, represent your views? 
Does Mr. Huff's Farmers National Grain Organization, who has 
16 mi111ons of the taxpayers' money to play with for 10 years, 
paying one eighth of 1 percent, represent your views? 

If these men represent your views, I wish you would write to the 
President and tell him so. If they do not represent your views, 
I wish you would write the President and tell him specifically 
your connection with farm organizations and whether or not any 
of these I have enumerated represent your viewpoint. He is your 
friend, I assure you. No man has ever desired to assist the 
farmer as our President now desires to help you. In my judgment, 
and I have had 30 years' experience 1n farming and in the market
ing of farm produce, this is a farm relievers' and processors' bill 
from which the farmer will derive little or no benefit. It has been 
recommended to the President by the leaders of farm organiza
tions as a farmers' bill. I am making this plea to you because I 
am firmly convinced that you are not represented in Washington, 
but that you are misrepresented. 

EXPORTATION OF ARMS AND MUNITIONS OF WAR 
Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I call up the resolution, H.Res. 

101, which is on the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 101 
Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption of this resolu

tion the House shall proceed to the consideration of H.J.Res. 93, 
a joint resolution to prohibit the exportation of arms or muni
tions of war from the United States under certain conditions, and 
all points of order against said bill shall be considered as waived. 
That after general debate, which shall be confined to the joint 
resolution and shall continue not to exceed 4 hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the Chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the joint resolution to final 
passage without intervening motion except one motion to re-
commit. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman from North Carolina 

yield to me to ask the gentleman from Tennessee a ques
tion? 

Mr. POU. I yield. 

Mr. SNELL. I would like to ask the majority leader about 
the program for this afternoon and tomorrow. A great 
many of our Members are very anxious to attend church on 
Good Friday. 

Mr. BYRNS. I certainly do not want to keep anybody 
from attending church, and I may say that the time allowed 
under this rule will take the consideration of this bill over 
until tomorrow unless the House is willing to stay here late 
in the evening. 

I have conferred with the gentleman from New York in 
regard to the matter and, so far as I am concerned, with the 
consent of the House, I am perfectly willing to sit for a 
reasonable time this afternoon, if the Chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs and the members of the commit
tee so desire, and then conclude the debate tomorrow and 
take the matter up to the point of ordering the previous 
question and have the vote, if a record vote is to be taken, 
on next Monday. 

Mr. SNELL. So far as I know, that is entirely satisfactory 
to this side of the House. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. That is perfectly satisfactory on this 
side. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, could we have an under
standing with the gentleman from Tennessee that there will 
be no other business called up during this week? 

Mr. BYRNS. I know of no other business. 
Mr. BLANTON. There will be no other rules or resolu-

tions that are on the calendar called up? 
Mr. BYRNS. Not that I have any knowledge of. 
Mr. SNELL. That is the way I understood the situation. 
Mr. BLANTON. So that not only on Good Friday but on 

Thursday may Members go somewhere, if they desire. 
Mr. SNELL. It is a little late for Thursday. 
Mr. HASTINGS. Something may come over from the 

Senate in the meantime. 
Mr. BYRNS. I take it the gentleman's suggestion did 

not include any report from the Senate, or anything of 
that kind. · 

Mr. BLANTON. I referred to matters now on the calen
dar or on the Speaker's table. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I should like to ask the distinguished 
majority leader if there are any more gag rules in course of 
preparation at the present time. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman from Tennessee could 
get up one that would stop questions of that kind, it would 
serve the House well. 

Mr. BYRNS. We never pass any gag rules over here. 
EXPORTATION OF ARMS OR MUNITIONS OF WAR 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania CMr. RANSLEY] whether he 
desires to use one half of the hour allowed me? 

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, on this side of the aisle we 
have demands for 30 minutes, and we would like to have the 
full time. 

Mr. POU. Then, Mr. Speaker, I yield one half of the hour 
to which I am entitled to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. RANSLEY] to be, in turn, yielded by him as he sees fit. 

THOMAS JEFFERSON 
Mr. BYRNS. With the indulgence of my friend from 

North Carolina, I want to say that I forgot to make a unani
mous-consent request for the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHANNON] to speak for 5 minutes on the subject of Jefferson's 
birthday. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Missouri CMr. SHANNON] be permitted to 
speak for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, today is the one hundred 

and ninetieth anniversary of the birth of America's greatest 
statesman, Thomas Jefferson. The occasion should not be 
permitted to pass unnoticed. I can think of nothing more 
appropriate to say at this moment than to read the following 
remarks made by Mr. Alexander H. Stephens while he was a 
Member of this House. 
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The speech he made on that occasion was a controversial 

matter that engendered party feeling. On that particular 
occasion he said this, which I think is apropos at all times 
in all public matters in America: 

If you who call yourselves "Republicans" shall, in obedience to 
what you consider a party behest, pass the measure in the vain 
expectation that the republican principles of the old and true 
Jeffersonian school are dead, be assured you are indulging a fatal 
delusion. The old Jeffersonian democratic, republican principles 
are not dead and will never die so long as a true devotee of liberty 
lives. They may be buried for a period, as Magna Carta was 
trodden underfoot in England for more than half a century, but 
these principles will come up with renewed energy, as did those 
of Magna Charta, and that, too, at no distant day. Old Jeffer
sonian democratic, republican principles dead, indeed! When the 
tides of ocean cease to ebb and flow, when the winds of heaven are 
hushed into perpetual silence, when the clouds no longer thunder, 
when earth's electric bolts are no longer felt or heard, when her 
internal fires go out, then, and not before, will these principles 
cease to live-then, and not before, will these principles cease to 
animate and move the liberty-loving masses of this country. 

[Applause.] 
ARMS AND MUNITIONS EMBARGO 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, the resolution which is made in 
order by the rule is the so-called "embargo resolution." It 
is impractical, I think, to attempt to discuss the rule with
out including in such discussion comments upon the reso
lution which it makes in order. 

The joint resolution is easily understood. It is simple in 
its language. It gives to the President of the United States 
authority to declare an embargo against the shipment of 
arms or the sale of arms and munitions of war in coopera
tion with other nations of the world whenever, in the judg
ment of the President, it is advisable to do so, having in 
contemplation, of course, the great cause of peace. 

This is not a new resolution. It was earnestly recom
mended by the former President of the United States, Mr. 
Herbert Hoover, and it was also earnestly recommended by 
his Secretary of State. 

It is hard for me to understand, Mr. Speaker, how oppo
sition to such a resolution can find a basis. If men . are 
furnished with arms they can carry on war. Certainly the 
withholding of implements of war makes for the great cause 
of peace. · 

All the joint resolution does is to give the President of 
the United States, in cooperation with other nations of the 
world, the authority to prohibit the sale and shipment of 
arms wherever he deems it proper to do so whenever nations 
are about to engage in war. 

Now, all sort of factitious objections will be raised to this 
resolution. It will be attacked on the floor of this House 
notwithstanding the fact that it has earnestly been recom
mended by administrations controlled by both political par
ties. Certainly nations cannot fight each other unless they 
are provided with implements of war, and the converse holds 
true that where implements of war are withheld, of course, 
it leaves them in ·a less prepared condition to go to war. 
God knows that we all want to take whatever steps are 
necessary to promote peace throughout the world. [Ap
plause.] 

It is hard for me to understand how any other conclusion 
can be drawn from this resolution than that it makes for 
the great cause of peace. Mr. Stimson thought so, Mr. 
Hoover thought so, and our former colleague, Cordell Hull, 
is enthusiastically in favor of this resolution. Yet for 4 
hours there will be debate upon the simple language of the 
resolution. One half of that time will be an attack upon 
it, and you will be told before the debate is over that instead 
of making for the cause of peace the resolution will almost 
certainly bring about war. Just how gentlemen arrive at 
that conclusion remains to be seen, but I predict here and 
now that you will hear that very argument advanced. I 
am heartily for the resolution myself; bl,lt ·with respect to 
this particular resolution it would be enough for me, if I 
did not have the enthusiasm for it that I have, that two 
Presidents of the United States have thought · that it is 
necessary, and I have that confidence in this man in the 
White House that I am going along with him; call me ·a 

rubber stamp if you want to-I do not care a continental. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. POU. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. McGUGIN. We are passing some permanent legis

lation here. Does the gentleman maintain that Mr. Roose
velt will be in the White House forever? 

Mr. POU. I hope and believe that he will be there for 
8 years. Mr. Speaker, seriously speaking, I feel that this 
resolution ought to be overwhelmingly agreed to by the 
House. It ought to be sufficient when two administrations 
have declared the necessity for this legislation, when they 
are advised as to the conditions throughout the world much 
better than we can 'be advised; and when they tell us that 
it makes for peace and not for war, it ought to be sufficient 
to justify us in passing the resolution and sustaining these 
two administrations. [Applause.] 

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
regret I find that we are again considering important legis
lation, legislation which brings about a radical change in 
the foreign policy of the United States, under what is fast 
becoming the traditional Democratic policy of an airtight 
rule. Here we have a simple resolution, 19 lines in length, 
with a single section that has really any meat in it, and 
yet we are compelled to say we cannot alter it if we will. 
Surely it cannot be said this time that there is an emergency; 
at least no such evidence has come to my knowledge. When 
the Democratic chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
came before the Committee on Rules, he was willing to bring 
this legislation up under an open rule. Unfortunately the 
leadership of the House decreed otherwise. I am genuinely 
sorry we cannot offer an amendment here, because I would 
like to perfect it so that it might meet with my support. I 
realize the fine idealism, the splendid purpose which 
prompted the bringing of this resolution to the considera
tion of the House. Ever since the dawn of civilization man 
has striven for the mirage which would bring universal 
peace to mankind. No one more than I would like to see 
that object attained. So it is with regret I am forced to 
the conclusion the resolution is so phrased that it will not 
further the cause, but rather, on the contrary, will be pro
vocative of war. 

I hold no brief for the ammunition manufacturers. Profit 
on business gained through the misfortune of the multitudes 
does not meet with my approval. I should be perfectly will
ing to support a resolution which would say in the event of 
war we would not ship arms to any country engaged in 
strife, but I do not want to give power to the President or 
anyone else to determine who is the aggressor nation. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Not now. What is the 

picture presented before the world today? There is war in 
South America, there is war in China, and everybody knows 
that in the chancellories of the world there is talk of the 
war to come. . Everyone knows a proposal was made 10 
days ago which, if it should be adopted-and I am speaking 
of the redivision of territories in Europe-could have but one 
purpose, and that is war. We must be careful in these 
dangerous days if we are to maintain peace. I am not 
attacking this resolution because of any opposition to the 
President of the United States. I am patriotic enough to 
believe that the American Nation, from George Washington 
down to Franklin D. Roosevelt, never had a man in the 
White House but was actuated by patriotic motives. I be
lieve in his patriotism and sincerity, but I am afraid to take 
this power from Congress in this critical period. I want to 
adopt the more careful and conservative form of policy. I 
realize fully the pressure which will be brought to bear upon 
him if we pass this resolution. It will be terrific. We have 
realized within the last few years the dire effects of war, the 
suffering and hardships which come to the country and to 
the individual. With these pathetic scenes in mind, let us 
not discontinue the policy of neutrality too easily. I don't 
ask you to vote down the rule, because I realize the Demo-
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era tic Party is committ~d to this close rule and · will con- Mr. FREAR. I thank the gentleman for that inquiry. I 
tinue to be; yet I ask you to vote against the resolution in shall be glad to respond. The money we loaned our Euro-
its present form. pean Allies and $11,000,000,000, substantially, was spent in 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? this country to pay American manufacturers of munitions, 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Yes. and to other Americans who furnished war supplies. The 
Mr. BLOOM. Is it not a fact that this resolution is the United States paid American manufacturers who provided 

identical resolution that was sent to the committee by a munitions for the Allies. [Applause.] 
Republican President and endorsed by a Republican Secre- Why not to Germany or the Central Powers? Only be
tary of State, and is it not true that the Republican Sec"." cause American manufacturers could not get their muni
retary of State appeared before the committee and asked tions through the war zone· prior to our participation. 
that the resolution be adopted? There is no sentiment in their business. When we loaned 

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon rose. the Allies $11,000,000,000, whatever proportion the exact 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I will answer that. That amount paid to American manufacturers may have been 

is true; and when it went to the Democratic Committee. on it was primarily to include payments due by the Allies for 
Foreign Affairs of the House, that committee, I think by a these munition purchases from Americans. 
yote of 15 to 2, decided they would not make it world-wide This Government thus financed American munition manu
in its scope but would restrict it to the American Hemi- facturers and others furnishing war supplies, agencies that 
sphere. [Applause.] . had helped provoke our participation in the war. That I 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Massa- would avoid in the future. 
chusetts has expired. Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Will the gentleman yield fur-

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- ther? 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. FREARl. Mr. F~EAR. Yes; I yield. -

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, I did not ~xpect to speak upon Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I suppose the gentleman would 
the rule. I wished to speak briefly on the arms-embargo now prefer to pay tribute to Germany? 
measure, but I went to the leading Republic.an member of Mr. FREAR. Let me say, General, as I said before, jingo
the committee [Mr. FisHJ, as provided in the rule, and ism so argued for our entry into war. You will find it urged 
was there told I was the first Republican asking to speak on us, no matter who is the aggressor. It urges us to get into 
for the embargo resolution and time could not be promised wars and argues that the Japanese or Germans or Russian5 
to me but that I might get it from the Democratic side. will get us if we keep out. I voted against our entrance into 
So I went over to the majority side, saw the gentleman the war. I voted with some of the leading men then here, 
from New York [Mr. O'CONNOR], and asked for 10 minutes. with Claude Kitchin, leader on your side of the aisle. Also 
Apparently he understood I wanted to speak on the rule, · General Sherwood who had risen from a private to a general
but, if you will permit me, I will utilize tfme now, particu- ship during the Civil War, with 44 battles to his credit. 
larly as there is no contest on the rule. Other . equally strong men were among those so ·voting 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield? against our entry into the European war. I -have never beeri 
Mr. FREAR. Yes; certainly. ashamed of nor have I apologized for that vote to this date. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. In the absence of the gentleman from [Applause.] • 

North Carolina CMr. Pou] I only had charge of the time on I saw a President of the United States stand there, at the 
the rule. Clerk's desk reading .his message. He made a statement to 

Mr. FREAR. I now understand, and appreciate it, and us that compelled many Members of Congress to vote for a 
also the kindness generously extended by my friend in· giv- declaration of war .. It has a bearing on this resolution b~
ing time unable to be had from my Republican colleague. cause it was the President of the United States who delivered 
I will take advantage of it now so as to be sure I get a few that message to Congress. You say you are not going to 
minutes to speak on the embargo resolution even· though no give him that power by this resolution to declare an arms 
right to support the resolution is to be given to Republican embargo. A President has that power today; riot under the 
Members by our side of the aisle. Constitution but by his -own act and high · place he can 

I cannot understand why a suggestion was made to me on compel Congress to declare war. A President's power is 
the minority side when I asked for time to speak for the supreme during war ·hysteria. 
resolution that I "must not believe what pacifists say." Mr: STUDLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
No pacifist has talked to me about this resolution, nor am I Mr. FREAR. Yes; I yield. 
a pacifist nor jingo. There is no purpose of pacifism here. Mr. STUDLEY. I understood the gentleman to say the 
In fact, the claim is made by opponents of the resolution Lusitania had munitions of war aboard? 
that its passage means war .. There is, perhaps, a spirit Mr. -FREAR. Yes. 
of jingoism among those who are constantly warning us of Mr. STUDLEY. By what authority does the gentleW-an 
these numerous dangers. Watch the_ men who discuss this make that statement? 
bill, here or elsewhere, to see whether or not that is an Mr. FREAR. That was disclosed afterward by the mam· 
influence behind it. Who are the munition dealers whom fests which were published at the time or shortly after. 
this would affect and were they not partially responsible for Mr. STUDLEY. What about the investigation that the 
the sinking of the Lusitania? I agree as to the horror of court made of that matter·? 
that great tragedy. But how did it occur; for it was a first Mr. FREAR. I am not going to spend time to discuss 
step toward war. What was in the manifest of the Lusi- that question here. The gentleman can take the floor in his 
tania? Munitions of war, I have understood. When the own right if he wishes, but if the Lusitania had munitions 
Lusitania went down then every jingo wanted us to go to of war and she was sunk, it was contended that that would 
war. Why? Because the Lusitania was sunk in the war justify a declaration of war by the United States, because 
zone with American citizens upon it; but it also carried she was acting pursuant to and under the protection of in
munitions of war. It is to avoid another like tragedy, so far ternational law. I would stop that practice so far as possible 
as possible, that I would support this munitions embargo by an embargo in advance. In fact, it was charged muni
bill. I would prevent, so far as possible, any occurrence of tion mak&s placed American seamen with their shipments 
that kind again by granting prior embargo action to a to provoke war. 
Republican or a Democratic President then in office, no The United States should not be injected into war be-
matter who he might be. cause some munitions maker or some manufacturer of' war 

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Will the gentleman yield? supplies sends a vessel into a war zone with Americans carry-
Mr. FREAR. I yield. ing those supplies to belligerents, there to be sunk by sub-
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. · Did the gentleman approve a marines. I care not whether German . or English or what 

program during the war that would have denied our fur- submarines they may be that seek to destroy the munition 
nishing munitions to the Allies? 1 carrier. Why should that be a subject for war? Passage of 
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this resolution. I believe. would prevent that threat. because 
no President would willingly invite war for his people. Dur
ing a war hysteria, when bombarded by propaganda. it is 
then that Presidents and Congress yield to pressure. 

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. I yield. 
Mr. COX. I am entirely in sympathy with the gentleman. 
Mr. FREAR. I am glad to hear that. . 
Mr. COX. I should like to inquire if it would please the 

gentleman to discuss the objections that are raised to the 
adoption of the resolution; that is, that it confers unconsti
tutional power upon the Executive, giving him the power 
to enter into treaties, and so forth . . 

Mr. FREAR. That to my mind is a pure figure of speech. 
The President of the United States today, not under the 
Constitution but by his act, can place this country in a posi
tion so that war is inevitable without any enabling act. 
Every man who has been in this House during a declara
tion of war knows that. For instance, his power _is potent 
now in time of peace. What did this House do with the last 
bill passed today? Members stood here and complained 
about the bill for refinancing agriculture; they denounced 
the procedure, but they voted for a bill they could not 
amend, and this occurred today in time of peace. 

Did you oppose the President's bill today? The record 
speaks for itself. What are we doing here day after day 
with administration measures? Voting for them practically 
unanimously. The country has placed the resPQnsibility 
with him, and we are supporting him. I am not criticizing 
that action, but we are today following the President of 
the United States and the administration as was done prior 
to and during the war. 

Is it possible that both Presidents Hoover and Roosevelt, 
who urged passage of this resolution. are seeking mere 

on the Republican side, a House military and diplomatic 
expert of known ability, offered a joint resolution in the 
House on January 7. 1928, declaring against shipment of 
munitions to any country excepting American countries in 
which the United States exercises extraterritorial jurisdic
tion. 

That resolution was not adopted; otherwise war. it is 
alleged, might have ensued with some of the many countries 
against which we are warned, if like power is given to the 
President. I am now only quoting arguments advanced 
against the pending arms embargo resolution. 

Quoting from a speech in the House by our colleague Mr. 
FisH, a recognized military and diplomatic authority, I note 
he said: 

If we -continue the policy of exporting munitions of war, we will 
be doing more to bring the United States into another war than 
anything we can do at the present time. 

In that general purpose I am sure the House finds much to 
agree and trusts the present resolution may be enlarged on 
motion of our friend and colleague to include all countries 
and thus prevent any such catastrophe. 

As a diplomatic adviser of the House due to his present 
high place ' on the Foreign Affairs Committee, I find our 
colleague and friend Mr. FlsH quoted before the League of 
Women Voters as saying: 

There is one solution to the peace problem; I believe that the 
entrance of the United States into the World Court would be a step 
in that direction. . 

Personally I have not reached that entangling-foreign
alliance view, although am willing to be shown any error in 
judgment, and in like manner I have not reached a conclu
sion expressed by my friend and colleague Mr. FlsH, who is 
further quoted as saying: 

power when asking right to . declare an arms embargo with I believe myself in the principles of the League of Nations at this 
belligerents? Would they want war or would they not time and I believe in the future we should go into the League 

with reservations. 
rather seek to prevent war? Congress gave the President 
power long ago to declare an embargo on arms with coun- Sharing a bewilderment that comes to my colleagues, I 
tries on this continent. That was cheerfully yielded him leave that phase of a subject hard to harmonize or under
by Congress. Why was it not dangerous then if dangerous ·stand with other views expressed as is the Einstein puzzle. 
now? More recently our esteemed colleague and friend, as a con-

It has been whispered, or rather shouted, that this stitutiqnal adviser and acting for the Congress of which he 
resolution is aimed at Japan. Japan is a familiar bogie like ourselves is a Member. was quoted in the press declaring 
man to conjure by. It is also a frequent cry that Russia war on President Machado of Cuba to take effect " within a 
and Communism are like menaces. week or 10 days." 

Jingo . talk should be placed under padlock. If .foreign To those opposed to such threats of violence by our friend 
nations treat these constant crys of Members of Congress and colleague Mr. FisH it may be suggested published 
seriously, it might be a cause for war, but I .believe those reasons given are-
governments correctly apprize cause and effect. According I cannot see the use of sending notes to Japan about Manchuria 
to these new warnings of a Japan threat, every Member vot- where we have only a few million dollars invested and saying 
ing for this resolution is also seeking to throw us into the nothing about Cuba where Americans own three quarters of the 
League of Nations and the World Court when we give Presi- property-
dents power to declare an arms embargo against belligerents. And further-
If so, then Presidents Hoover and Roosevelt were and are There is just one thing to do; send a strong ambassador to Cuba 
trying surreptitiously to lead Congress and the country down and have him inform President Machado that he must step 
a blind alley with this munition embargo bill. aside for a provisional president. . 

I leave to others who wish to follow such leadership and Not because of the 4,000 Cubans apparently, but because 
such r~asoning an excuse for voting against the resolution, of American banks that own three fourths of Cuban property. 
but a like law is now in force with South American coun- That reason in part was urged for our entrance into the 
tries. other governments have that power, but President World War and drafting of 4,000,000 men to fight in France 
RGosevelt after June or July would have to call Congress in rather than the reason then expressed to save the world 
extra session again before he could declare an embargo for democracy or wage a "war to end wars." American 
againSt prqfiteering munition owners. or they might get us investments are . not above making such demands, but get
into war again. The President could prevent shipments to ting back to the arms-embargo resolution before us it 
South American belligerents by law, but when he said to discloses influences that not alone impel us to control ,the 
munition makers, "Keep clear of European belligerents", affairs of Cuba but to meddle with the affairs of both 
he would be committing a warlike act. We can best avoid European and Asiatic countries, usually to our own disad
European and Asiatic complications by steering clear of vantage and great injury. 
them before it is too late. That my resolution to refuse conscription of American 

I concede many Members may, without prejudice, question boys to fight European battles is not deserving credit for 
this embargo resolution as drawn. but I should prefer to originality I quote from a speech made by me January 19 of 
trust a President with partial or complete embargo powers last year: 
rather than existing unrestricted license had by munitions Congressman Britten, at present a leading member of the 
dealers. Naval Committee, page 297, April 5, 1917, offered an amendment 

Mr. Speaker, from information received which I believe to to the declaration of war as follows: 
be authentic. our colleague, Mr. FisB:, now in control of time .. Provided, however, That no part of the milltary forces of the 

U.n1te4 States shall be ordered to do land duty 1n any part o! 
LXXVII-107 
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Europe, Asia, or Africa until so directed by Congress, excepting 
those troops who specifically volunteer for such service." 

In that same speech I quote further-
Among many impressive words in debate on that same day, I 

quote from Representative Sherwood {Democrat), a lovable man 
who enlisted in the Civil War as a private. He was in 42 engage
ments and battles; promoted repeatedly for bravery, and finally 
was must ered out of that war with a brilliant record second to 
none, as a brigadier general. 

No more courageous man ever represented his countrymen in 
Congress. He said on page 335, April 5: · 

" I cannot keep faith with my people by voting for this war 
resolution in its present form. I will vote for it if the provision 
to authorize an army to be sent across the Atlantic to participate 
in this European confiict is stricken out." 

These two men voiced the same sentiments I have tried 
to put in legislative form by House Joint Resolution 125 
that by constitutional provision would prevent the Army 
staff or any other agency from conscripting American boys 
to fight any more European battles. That resolution I 
desire to discuss more at length. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield ~ me 
to pursue the inquiry? 

Mr. FREAR. Certainly. 
Mr. COX. I take it the gentleman does not construe the 

power sought to be vested in the President to cooperate to 
mean power to enter into an alliance or to make a treaty 
without the consent of the Congress. 

Mr. FREAR. Oh, surely not. That is provided by the 
Constitution, of course, but the Constitution also states that 
Congress shall declare war. Anyone who sat here in April 
1917 knows we declared war immediately after the Presi
dent's message was delivered to this House, and because of 
that message. His message informed Congress that Ameri
can citizens were sunk on the Sussex when they were in the 
war zone, and naturally every American was indignant if 
that was a fact, but Secretary Lansing in a letter read just 
prior to the war declaration said to Congress a mistake 
had been made, innocently, of course, and that no lives were 
lost on the Sussex or Evelyn, yet that charge, made by the 
President, was one of the things that pressed us into war 
during 1917. 

THE BEST WAY TO AVOID WAR 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the best way to keep 
out of war is not to permit American citizens to be drafted 
'to· fight European battles. I have made that proposal on 
the floor of the House repeatedly, and am glad to make it 
again, and shall make it whenever opportunity arises. The 
best way to keep out of war is not to permit American 
citizens to be drafted to fight European battles. A second 
prevention is to require the American people, mothers and 
fathers, an~ boys now drafted, to vote on the question of 
whether we should be thrown into another foreign war. 
I have again introduced resolutions, pending in the House 
at the present time, to accomplish this purpose, and will 
refer to them later in this discussion. Every mother will 
agree to that right, and every father will agree who has an 
interest in his son. Those who are drafted to fight in 
Europe have no voice now in that decision. They would 
all fight against invasion but many would protest against 
:fighting in another " war to end wars." Let me say my 
father served 3¥2 years in the Civil War. My son served 
in the last war with the Thirty-second, at the front. A 
company I once organized served in the last war with the 
Thirty-second Division and lost 88 men killed or wed in 
France. I raised a provisional company for the Spanish
American War and personally served 16 years in the Regular 
Army and National Guard. So I am not a pacifist nor am 
I a jingo, but against needless war. I resent anyone's say
ing that to declare an embargo against greedy munitions
manufacturers means war or else pacifism. They should 
take either one or the other position, not both. I believe in 
peace. 

A few Members of Congress went overseas, but not 2 
percent went to war; most of the remaining 98 per cent sat 
here in peace· and aided the President in conducting op
erations, as you do today in time of peace. What the Presi-

dent said went with us, for once in war you have got to 
win;. you have no other choice. That is what we did in 
1917 and 1918. That is what Congress will do in any and 
every war. Less than 2 percent of the 530 Members will do 
any fighting, yet we are asked to protect our constitutional 
right to declare war or to declare an embargo against arms' 
shipment. We do not control either right in time of war. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. I yield. 
Mr. RICH. Would not the gentleman think it right and 

proper that we have an embargo on arms to all nations 
regardless of whether it might be the idea of the President 
that we contribute arms to one particular nation? 

Mr. FREAR. - Surely, just the same· as I believe in this 
resolution I hold in my hand. We have that right in exist
ing law except that we confine it to the Americas. I would 
make it apply to any and all belligerents engaged in war. 
Why not? [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, the committee report on this resolution 
granting to the President power to declare an embargo 
recites that President Hoover asked for the same regislation 
now urged by President Roosevelt. I refuse to believe it 
should be made a party matter or · that the minority report 
alleges any reasonable ground for refusal to grant that 
power to the President. 

Proposal to give the President of the United States power 
to declare an embargo on shipments of munitions to any 
government is challenged by members of the committee be
cause " it enables a President to involve us in war." 

Let me say again that although the Constitution provides 
Congress declares war, history shows Congress generally is 
swept into war by propaganda and presidential action. War 
may be provoked by blundering military, naval, or by an 
undiplomatic diplomacy. Fool Americans traveling in 
danger zones, demanding unwarranted protection, uttering 
bombastic boasts, may all provoke war; failure to give safe 
protection to foreigners in our own country brings war 
threats. · 

Shippers of munitions and war supplies on the Lusitania 
or other ships sent to one of the belligerents invited destruc
tion in the war zone. That could be avoided by a presiden
tial embargo order made before war hysteria seizes the 
propaganda agencies.· 

JINGOES ARE IN EVERY COUNTRY 

War parties in France, Italy, Russia, Germany, or the 
United States are afraid of peace or pacifism. They are 
usually set for war and so are all the profiteers and Army 
and NavY officers who may be in position to profit in place 
or purse through war. A presidential power to declare an 
embargo is only one step against war. Neither Presidents 
nor Congress can or will withstand modern propaganda· of 
radio, movies, and personal lobbies that profit from wars, 
for all the horrors of war are forgotten or glossed over by 
these agencies that sound war's praises and glories. 

Speaking for a large army of blind, crippled, and gassed 
veterans from European battlefields gathered at a Geneva 
peace disarmament conference, they said they represented 
8,000 wrecks of manhood at that peace conference. They 
also represented 12,000,000 killed, who 'died all praying in the 
name of the same God for their country's victory before 
their untimely deaths. The dead are now voiceless; the 
25,000,000 others who suffered casualties are scattered 
throughout the world, objects of pity and sympathy; many 
millions of be!'eft mothers and countless millions of rela
tives are all joined in opposition to wars and further bar
barism. These men so scattered know what war meant. 
Those who shout for it and those who play the war game 
for profit do not know, and those who ignore veterans' just 
claims on their Government's bounty do not care. 

A cut of $400,000,000 in veterans' aid and half as much 
from pay cuts of hundreds of thousands of Government em
ployees is accompanied by a demand for an American " parity 
navy" to cost upward of a billion dollars, of which $230,-
000,000 is demanded by the NavY League and Navy lobby in 
1933. S~~ly that will b~ viewed as a threat for war by 
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warlike nations, but no protest arises from the munition- , This amendment shall not be construed to prevent the President 
makers who profess to be scared stiff over a President's from using the Army and Navy by its Commander in Chief when-

. . . . ever deemed necessary to suppress insurrections or invasions. 
power to declare an arms embargo. Jmg01sm 1S found m The right of the people to be secure in their persons shall not 
other countries as well as ours. be jeopardized by conscription or forced military service abroad, 

Remember the United States last year (1932) spent for but when public safety demands Congress may so provide for serv
its present alleged antiquated, obsolete, third-power NaVY, ice on the North American Continent but in no other place. 
so estimated according to our own naval experts, a total One provision of the resolution provides a majority of 
of 50 percent in excess of all the combined naval expenses States must first affirmatively declare for war, and the sec
of England, France, and Italy, according to the World ond prevents conscrtption for foreign service during another 
Almanac. England spent $50,476,000, France $94,823,000, war. Presidents who bring about situations that in the past 
and Italy $80,947,000, while we spent $353,000,000 for our have forced Congress to declare war should be without power 
own Navy. If naval experts are right, then a courtmartial to prosecute another foreign war. Every world expert ad
should be called to know what we have received from these vises our country is alone the most favorably situated to 
experts, since the World War, in exchange for over $5,000,- repel invasion and avoid war. 
000,000 collected from American taxpayers for war pur- wAB IGNORES LAWS AND coNsTITUTioNs 
poses, not including over 10 billion more spent for war in- John Bassett Moore, former Counsellor of the State De-
terest and hospitalization of veterans during that peace partment, is quoted as saying a declaration by the President 
period for wars, past or future. of an arms embargo against a foreign government "would 

If these war experts are trustworthy and another extra permit the President to carry us into war without the pre
billion is now needed for a parity navy, the courtmartial requisite of Congress." The President can create and in the 
should further find why that money was not more properly past has caused a situation that compels Congress to declare 
spent for national defense in airplanes that can sink $40,- war. That fact is not open to successful controversy. He 
000,000 battleships, which did not dare leave their harbors can do so if he so decides. 
during the last war through submarine threats. Congress is no more a free agent during war's hysteria, 

No flimsy excuse about presidential embargo powers should promoted by wild propaganda, than is a President. Any 
affect Congress, but modern defense methods and weapons President who would precipitate a war by an embargo decla
are demanded with a positive demand to avoid needless wars ration in like manner would involve us in war by securing a 
that Congress cannot prevent. declaration of war from Ccmgress, easy to bring about. The 

PEACE BROUGHT BY GUNS AND FEAR NOT PERMANENT balance wheel is not found in a President or Congress, but 
If afraid to trust the President, then we should be afraid with the many millions who must fight and pay. If they 

to trust a Congress that will follow his directions for war. decide for a foreign war, then they will bear the burden. 
A real remedy against war !ies in the hands of Congress--a Under the existing National Defense Act plans for mo
remedy that will stop needless wars, certain to come unless bilizing man power assumes that Congress will adopt a 
such a remedy is adopted. "selective draft" act immediately on the declaration of 

European jealousies, enmities, and century-old national ., a national emergency "-war. The draft act of tae Army 
rivalries prevent any of these governments from inviting staff provides for 11,000,000 men between the ages of 
confidence of their neighboring governments. This results 21 and 30, from which number 4,000,000 will constitute 
in heaVY war clouds constantly hovering over that war- "class 1" during the first 12 months of a "major conflict." 
st1icken part of the world. Americans pride themselves Should the "emergency "-war-continue, additional re
that Europe believes our constant assurances of frtendship cruits would be drawn from 800,000 young men reaching 
and efforts toward international peace that covets neither age of registration each year. The foregoing condensed 
world power nor territory. plan has been worked out by the Army staff to use in addi-

That world has equal knowledge, while we are demand- tion to the Regular Army and National Guard heretofore 
ing reduction of armaments, urging peace convocatiooo, and relied upon for war. Our efforts to settle disputes in Eu
talking humanitarianism, that our war exports and advisers rope, Asia, and other countries will require a constant sup
have their hands on the gun called a "parity naVY ", the ply of 800,000 young men annually after an "emergency" 
most expensive and extravagant in the world. With one occurs in addition to the 4,000,000 drafted men and Regular 
voice we say the world should forgive all their debtors and Army and NaVY. That picture may be alluring to the Army 
enemies, but we should be permitted to choose our allies staff that loves power-and I have no personal feeling 
when desired in again making the world safe for democracy against the staff that finds many critics among experts
and to fight another war to end wars. but the picture to 800,000 youth of the· country drafted to 

One way to invite confidence in America's sincerity is by fight each year may not be so attractive. 
both acting and practicing peace. A high hurdle against In case of invasion or insurrection universal war service 
war will invite international confidence by passing my reso- would be demanded, but absolute power exercised by our 
lution to permit the people to vote on war and refuse draft- military superior, Army staff, when in war ii. additional rea
ing American youth t.o settle Europe's wars. That act will son for war prevention. 
mean more to Europe than all the empty promises and Before assuming again to make the "world safe for 
phrasing we put forth wtth assumed belief it carries weight democracy" why not make our own democracy safe by per-
to diplomats who distinguish acts from words. mitting it to determine when the American people will shed 

How WE cAN PREVENT WAR their blood for foreign governments, whether monarchies, 
democracies, or dictatorships. Rights to protect from inva-

Mr. Speaker, for three consecutive sessions I have intro- sion by foreign foes or suppress insurrection are with the 
duced House Joint Resolution 125 in substantially the form President under the Constitution. As Commander in Chief 
here discussed. If adopted, it will do more to keep this he can prevent invasion. 
country out of foreign entanglements, as counseled by 
Washington, than all international peace meetings and 
Kellogg peace treaties combined. 

Subject to the supreme right to repel invasion, I again 
submit a proposed antiwar amendment to the Constitution 
with a belief it will prevent wars certain otherwise to engulf 
us. Joint Resolution 125 in substance is as follows: 

Congress shall have power to declare war only after the proposi
tion shall have been submitted by the President to the several 
States and requests made of their governors to hold special elec
tions on not less than 30 days' notice. A majority vote for war in 
a majority of said States shall first be cast before Congress declares 
war. 

POLITICAL PLATFORMS AND WAB 
I remember the campaign that resulted in the reelection 

of President Wilson" because he kept us out of war." That 
was the verdict of the American people more plainly ex
pressed than by any political party declaration. The Demo
cratic 1916 platform said: 

We hold that it is the duty of the United States to use its 
power not only to make itself safe at home but also to make 
secure its just interests throughout the world, and both for this 
end and in the interest of humanity to assist the world in secur
ing settled peace and justice. 

Empty words, as we now know. 
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The Republican 1916 platform sounded its peace slogan: 
We desire peace, the peace of justice and right, and believe in 

maintaining a strict and honest neutrality between the belliger
ents in the Great War in Europe. • • • We believe in the 
pacific settlement of internatlenal disputes and favor the estab
lishment of a world court for that purpose. 

Again, empty words. 
Two great party conventions so declared prior to that 

election. The Democratic candidate was reelected "because 
he kept us out of war." Within 6 months from the time of 
his reelection we were in war. It was claimed that Theodore 
Roosevelt would have moved for war a year before. 

As I stated at the outset, President Wilson's reasons tor 
waging war were incorrect in fact. His message to Con
gress said: 

Let me remind the Congress that on the 18th of April (1916) 
last in view of the sinking on the 24th of March the steamer 
Sussex by a German submarine, without summons or warning, 
and the consequent loss of lives of several citizens of the United 
States who were passengers-

I quote from a letter read in the House by Congressman 
Cooper of my State 10 days bef Qre the declaration of war 
was passed in reply to the Sussex incident: 

You are informed that no American citizens lost their lives on 
the Sussex and Evelyn. Very sincerely yours, Robert Lansing, 
Secretary of State. 

No foolhardy American passengers, though taking chances 
in the war zone, were lost, but even so, it was no reason for 
the war that fallowed. 

A President, however, was mistaken, he was misinformed 
and so was Congress; hysteria controlled and war was de
clared. That same situation will again occur for hysteria 
always controls. Presumably 80 percent of our people were 
opposed to war and they are now, for war seemed further 
away in 1916 than it does in 1933, but that 80 percent had 
no voic-e in the declaration of war. 

Back on December 7, 1930, I said to the House: 
Suspicion, fear, and hate are rampant in Europe today. I 

have recently visited nearly every country engaged in the World 
War from Turkey, Greece, Austria, Yugoslavia, and Italy to Hun
gary, Poland, and Finland with fairly long stays also in France, 
Germany, and Russia. 

Following the World War the Treaty of Versailles with its 
carvings of territory taken from Turkey, Germany, Austria, and 
Russia furnished fuel for endless wars in the future. A half 
century is only a day in history and the map of Europe again 
will be changed. Eleven years after the armistice President Hoover 
declares that soldiers now under arms in active reserves number 
nearly 30,000,000, or 50 percent increase during peace times. 
These figures spell war, not peace. That was the picture then. 

some antiquated experts, as useless as· their prized obsolete 
battleships. 

Every navy yard and admiral would oppose any such sane 
proposal. General Mitchell's prediction of war with Japan 
only evidences views held by other military men, so the peo
ple who fight and pay should first decide when that war or 
any war is to come, and if so with whom. 

As chairman of the Congressional Aviation Committee in
vestigation in 1919, I examined General Mitchell, Ricken
backer, General Patrick, General Squires, and other world
famous American aviators. We spent a half billion dollars 
during the World War for battle planes and received none. 
I believe the world is with Mitchell, that battle planes, 
bombs, and gas are worth more for offense and defense in 
war than a hundred battleships and cruisers locked up in 
harbors. A thousand fighting planes would give protection 
to America and could be built for the cost of several usel~s 
battleships, now on the parity program of experts. 

OUR " PREPAREDNESS " PROGRAM 

It is an old slogan, "In time of peace prepare for war." 
That England ditl, that Germany did, that France did, that 
Russia did. All prepared back in 1914 for war, and all, 
whether victors or vanquished, were worse off after that 
war. It were better first following General Mitchell's pre
paredness advice that every effort at arbitration be had 
before we again indulge in war. Hair-trigger war declara
tions mean disaster to all parties. Without danger from 
foreign invasion, strong and powerful in our own field of 
action, we are weak and powerless under existing constitu
tional powers when resting our cause and fortunes with any 
Congress or any President surrounded by American methods 
of propaganda. 

Switzerland, Holland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Spain, 
and Portugal for 5 years refused to join their people and 
property in wide-spread World War losses around them. 
Why did we join in that war? These countries surrounding 
the belligerents kept out. We were 3,000 miles away, but 
we got in. War profiteers gained; who else? 

Let century-old enmities abroad settle their own differ
ences in their own way, prevented, if possible, by our help
ful advice, but let the Government of Washington and Lin
coln, made up of the people f rem every nation of Europe and 
the Orient, remember that ours is the great melting pot and 
refuse again to divide our people or destroy their solidarity 
by another foreign war. 

Let us help the world to maintain peace, not war, and as 
a guaranty of that peace send back to our people first of 

How WE "MADE THE woRLD sAFE FoR DEMocRAcY" all the decision for peace or war before the die is cast. That 
While" making the world safe for democracy" in 1918 we is provided by the resolution I have submitted. 

helped place Stalin, autocratic dictator of Russia, in control As before stated, I voted against our entrance into the 
of 150,000,000 people. We helped Pilsudski, the Polish war European World War. General Sherwood, hero of more than 
general and dictator, to control Poland; so, too, with Musso- 40 battles, Leader Kitchin, and others in that Congress so 
lini in Italy, Hitler in Germany, and Rivera in Spain, all voted. Appeals to patriotism and national honor, voiced by 
raised to high places by our efforts to "make the world safe selfish interests, hysterical propaganda, aroused vigorous 
for democracy." Three fourths of Europe, under dictators, protests against that vote. Misrepresentation of facts un
is now ruled by force. Nearly every Central and South verified and impossible to expose and a backfire from home 
American government, with Cuba, is under dictatorship also States and districts difficult to visualize or comprehend 
ruling by force these democracies. occurred then and will occur again with any Congress that 

Japan, once a member, is rated by the League of Nations refuses to yield to war propaganda. 
as an outlaw among nations. We are not a part of that Innocent agencies were misled by that propaganda. Every 
League nor likely to be. Hitler now challenges the former munition maker, every military and naval officer, with rare 
European allies. Greece, Hungary, Austria, Rumania, Yugo- exceptions, every navY yard and Army post center, every 
slavia, the exploded powder magazine of Eurqpe in 1914, potential or actual profiteer interested in camp sites, in 
again sputters. Our Army and NavY experts urge large in- clothing, food, and war supplies was on the job. Every 
creases in armaments to meet imaginary but potential foes. international banker with financial interests at stake aroused 
Peace is making slow progress by present plans. our banks to wire Members to stand by the "Army Staff", 

Gen. William Mitchell, in command of 1,500 planes of all but no word came from the boys back home who were to 
the Allies at the Battle of St. Mihiel, was a witness on March do the fighting-the "veterans" of today. 
30 this year before a Senate committee. Our Rip Van They did not know that war so precipitated was to change 
Winkle national defense was derided and he declared one de- life's course of several millions of our American youth. 
partment could handle all war activities with a saving of Some were immature lads thrown into a war "to end wars." 
$250,000,000 annually. Planes and Zeppelins flying 6,000 Mothers, thousands of them, frantically protested against 
miles, carrying enormous bombs, he asserted, are of more war, but they were far distant and their voices were smoth
value than all reconstructed battleships and" parity navies" I ered by propaganda reciting to Congress horrible, but untrue, 
combined for offense and defense. In this he differs from tales of inhumanity practiced by foreign soldiers whose 
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greatest fault we later learned lay in fighting for their own 
mother country and in praying to the same God for victory 
to their arms. 

Vast sums of money from Northcliff and others, as I have 
before recited, fomented propaganda which _threw us into 
that war. For a century Americans were taught to twist the 
British lion's tail. Northcliff's propaganda on Belgian hor
rors twisted the twisters. The majority of our people held no 
personal grievance against Germans nor English for the 
alleged American lives and property recklessly risked in the 
war zone, but once Congress spoke we were in war and 
thereafter had to win. 

MORE WA.RS CERTAIN TO COME 

Mr. Speaker, another war is in the making. Cumulative 
evidence has been laid before the House repeatedly that 
foreign diplomats, dictators, and other "rulers" are strug
gling to maintain their seats on safety valves, but whether 
the next foe be England or France or Germany or Italy or 
Russia or Japan or some other world power, the forgotten 
man, carrying the gun and hand grenade or handling the 
machine gun, tank, or plane does not know and is without 
voice to decide. He will be told who to fight and how, not 
why. Tennyson described the man in the ranks when he 
wrote-

to carry wing beams for planes (?) , as presented by the report, 
did not produce a single carload. Excuses and explanations 
to be urged during peace did not explain during war, wr..en 
delay and failure meant lives of American boys in France. 
That page is closed, but embalmed-beef exposures and fail
ures of men in every war will be repeated until a peace
loving people learn to a void needless wars. 

Men at the front served for a dollar a day in the mud 
and trenches in that war. Brothers and neighbors back 
home drew down from $5 to $10 a day in safety jobs while 
a silk-shirted home brigade in every town found it difficult 
to spend the sudden flood of funds received while working 
in the " home " trenches. Fathers and mothers, after 
months of worry and anxiety, were "compensated" with gold 
stars in place of the youth nurtured, educated, and finally 
snatched from the home without their consent for European 
service. That occurred with my home-town company's 88 
dead in France. 

The less said about war surroundings and travel oppor
tunities the better, for everyone knows that hell is not alone 
on the firing line with gas and shellfire but also in fighting 
vermin, rain, mud, cold, sickness, hardships-all enemies 
that men must meet and overcome if they survive. Other·-
wise a gold star. · 

Theirs not to reason why, Another war will be worse for participants and helpless 
Theirs but to do and die. noncombatants, men, women, and children, according to 

Flag waving, flashing swords, and other demonstrations experts. The World War was fought by 65,000,000, of which 
are for the man wearing shoulder straps or thoughtless j number 8,543,515 were killed or died from among 37,499,386 
youths and blustering civilians but not for men who do the casualties. 
fighting. One estimate gives a total war cost of 23,000,000 human 

Without pride, but to give some faint knowledge of the lives and $200,000,000,000, as good a guess possibly as any. 
subject discussed, I repeat as one whose direct ancestor was Our own loss of $40,000,000,000 is one we will be paying 
killed leading his company in battle during the Revolution during many years yet to come and the debt to us from 
and members of whose family were in the Mexican, Civil, I grateful (?) Allies may never be paid nor was that service 
and World Wars, I have rather definite understanding of appreciated. Congress once hooked and an army landed in 
that end of the game. Five years' service in the Regular France and thrown into the breach, all else was forgotten. 
Army and 11 years' additional ill the State National Guard We are now spending over 50 percent of our annual $4,000,
gave further understanding of the real picture not ob- 000,000 Budget for past and future wars after 14 years have 
scured by fantastic tales of military glory by those unfa- elapsed since the armistice. Three quarters of a billion 
miliar with the other game behind the scenes or by Members dollars annually is being spent for our Army and Navy, 
persuaded by propaganda to declare war. Even generals although parity with Great Britain is no more necessary 
and Army staff officers many miles behind the lines in than parity with Iceland or Greenland. 
fighting rarely are heard to protest against war. It is brought about through constant pounding on Con-

The company I organized long years ago returned from gress by the Navy League and a $2,000 a month Shearer, 
the Spanish-American War, reporting several dead and miss- employed by the Hearst papers and other like agencies that 
ing, but many were weakened by fever, embalmed beef, and thrive on war and sensationalism. 
other accompaniments of that brief Cuban campaign. I ask is it not just that in a democracy where the vote of 
That same company later returned from the World War re- a mother or youth just of age is equal to that of the highest 
porting 88 men killed or died in France, and of the Thirty- official at the polls that those most concerned in peace or 
Second Division, composed of Wisconsin and Michigan vol- war and who bear most heavily and proportionately the 
unteers, over 13,000 casualties occurred during that war. physical and financial war burdens should have voice in the 

wAR's wAsTE 1s BEYOND MEASURE necessity for war? Now they have none. No right to ex-
As a member of the committee of 15 appointed by the press their desires or protest against enforced foreign 

House in 1919 to investigate war waste and frauds, I had service. 
definite knowledge of what it means to wage war. Before When Washington's foreign entanglements were a warn
me are a dozen large volumes, containing from 15,000 to ing fresh in American minds, it did not seem important to 
20,000 pages with recitals of wasted funds through " cost the forgotten man in the ranks, but now when Congress 
plus " and other profiteering contracts and schemes that can be thrown into a paroxism of fear by radio, press, and 
portray a picture of greed and selfishness mingled with similar propaganda, with or without Executive influence, 
other pages of useless, but presumably honest experimenta- some protection should be extended to the people whom 
tion of war machines. A proposal to take the profits out of Washington's advice would protect. 
war is as impossible as to restrain waste and cupidity during ANOTHER FORGOTTEN PAGE oF WAR's GLORY 

war. Over half those presented for the selective draft and con-
Again, as chairman of subcommittee no. 1, investigating scription, I have been informed, sought to escape war service, 

airplane expenditures and experiments, I quote briefly a offering either genuine or frivolous excuses, but they were 
single question and answer, illuminating as to results ob- helpless and voiceless. Men were called cowards to care 
tained: to live, by those who were usually exempt from fighting be-

Mr. FREAR. we did not during the whole period of the war get a cause of age or disposition, yet the car of Juggernaut rolled 
single fighting machine or bombing plane to the front? over all protests in order to form an army of 4,000,000 men 

Secretary of War BAKER. Not a fighting machine or a bomber of with which to help America's new-found Allies whip their 
American make. enemies in Europe and make the world safe for democracy 

Of $500,000,000 spent out of more than a billion dollars 
appropriated for airplanes and air service during 19 months 
of war, that was the result. We hired planes and experi
mented, but that answer from the record is from the highest 
authority. Railways with tunnels costing $100,000 per mile 

to be ruled by dictators. 
Reasons were advanced to justify conscription as the only 

way to secure an army and the war that followed; but, 
although our Government was supposedly among the victors 
in war and presumably entitled to profits, glory, and glamor 
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that goes to victors, none were realized; and, on the con
trary, the average man on the street who shouted for war 
in 1917 will say it was fought without sufficient cause or 
results by the American people. More than that, the average 
American of today who views these ten-ible war effects, 
both to Allies and Central Powers, and our own enormous 
losses, followed by the present disastrous depression and 
practically wide-spread misery, would be the first to condemn 
a Congress that votes another world war. Yet Congress 
that surrenders in time of peace follows the President when 
he says " war "; and he says " war " when propaganda often 
mistaken for public sentiment says "war." 

This embargo resolution, if enforced in time by a Presi
dent, would help to prevent hysterical propaganda that ends 
in war. 

As I stated in the beginning, in this present depression 
and emergency Members of both House and Senate, respond
ing to a" mandate from the people", have largely abdicated 
functions of legislative government when we accept and 
pass bills which give to the President powers almost equal to 
those of the average European dictator, not now to declare 
war but to perform peace functions of government ordina
rily a part of our parliamentary duties. I am not opposing 
these recommendations because I have nothing better to 
offer, but call attention to the situation presented as in
dicative of what any and every "war Congress" would do. 
Congress will follow the Executive's recommendation and 
declare war, as it has always done. 

If Congress yields its legislative duties to the President 
in times of peace, is there anyone who fails to understand 
what happened April 1917 when · every Member was dra
gooned and pounded unmercifully into an atmosphere of 
war hysteria by propaganda demanding " stand by the 
President." 

America, which sought to make the world safe for de
mocracy and fought a war to end wars, failed to save any 
European democracy, nor did we end wars or receive a foot 
of territory or a dollar in remuneration for our losses. In 
fact, all of our European debtors seemingly have joined in 
an effort to repudiate their debts to us. Our own taxpayers 
must stand any heavY additional burden of European debts 
left unpaid in addition to our tremendous losses. Having 
in mind its past abject surrender during a war hysteria and 
present surrender to the Executive in peace legislation, will 
Congress say that the people who fight and pay shall not 
be the ones first to decide when war shall come? 

I am submitting the resolution for your consideration 
with this embargo resolution. I urge its passage because I 
have lived to see a President and an American Congress 
surrender to propagandists. The American people can do 
no worse than Congress. They may oe relied upon to do 
better. Let those asked to fight foreign battles first vote 
for war before we again make mistakes that may destroy 
our own Government and a civilization built up by a 
century and a half of progress, and as a partial preventa
tive against war give to the President power to restrain 
greedy profiteering munitions makers who otherwise provoke 
war. 

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, there seems to be a consider
able misunderstanding about the proposal before us. As a 
matter of fact, I agree with a great deal of what the gen
tleman from Wisconsin said. Unfortunately, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin is not familiar with what has occurred in 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs for the last year or so 
and does not know that many of us go just as far as he does 
and want an embargo, or multilateral treaty, to prevent the 
shipment and sale of munitions of war to all nations, such 
as the Briand-Kellogg Pact renouncing war as &n instru
ment of national policy except for defense. He has the idea 
that those of us who are opposing the pending arms embargo 
are supporting the munition makers. 

I have for years practically led the fight here trying to 
place embargoes on all munitions of war. I go so far as 

to favor taking over the munition factories and having them 
owned by the Government. [Applause.] 

The gentleman who last spoke did not quite realize that 
this resolution gives the power to the President of the United 
States to pick out the aggressor nation and to declare an 
embargo in cooperation with other nations against one na
tion whom he thinks is the aggressor. I say to you in good 
faith that this is not a partisan issue. I opposed it under 
the last administration when recommended by President 
Hoover and the Republican Secretary of State. 

This arms embargo is an utterly novel, warlike, dangerous, 
and revolutionary proposal, the most dangerous proposal 
that has been presented to the House of Representatives in 
the 12 years I. have been here, and those of my friends who 
have served with me that long know that as a veteran of the 
World War I loathe and abhor war and that I have sup
ported the Kellogg-Briand Pact and conferences to limit 
armaments. My opposition to this resolution is based on 
the fact that I am convinced-most sincerely convinced
that this is not an act of peace but is an act of war; that it 
leads directly ·to war and, if applied to European nations or 
to the Far East, will drag us into every foreign war. 

Against whom is this resolution aimed? Why the 
emergency? Why the rush? It is self-evident to every 
American, no matter what the State Department says. Let 
us tear off the veil and present the facts to the American 
public. In doing so we must first present the facts to the 
representatives of the people here in the House before they 
decide how they vote, whether they shall vote to give the 
President the power to act as a dictator of peace or war 
and join hands with the League of Nations to determine who 
is the aggressor nation. 

We will prove to you before we conclude this debate that 
this is not the entrance into the League of Nations through 
the back door or through the trap door, but through the 
front door to enforce articles X and XVI of the League of 
Nations, the most objectionable, the most obnoxious, the 
most vicious provisions of the League Covenant, which were 
overwhelmingly repudiated in 1920 and 1924. 

This is not the World Court issue. I admit if that were 
raised I would not know how I would vote. There is much 
to be said for the World Court. It carries out certain tra
ditional policies of the United States, but this embargo reso
lution accomplishes one thing, Mr. Speaker, one thing of 
paramount importance to our traditional foreign policy. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. May I have 3 additional minutes? 
Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman from 

New York 3 additional minutes. 
Mr. FISH. This does one vital and paramount thing; it 

utterly destroys and repudiates the entire American policy 
of neutrality as proclaimed by George Washington and his 
Secretary of State in 1793 and adhered to by every Presi
dent and every Secretary of State, including Woodrow Wil
son. We will prove this to you as we go along, not only that 
it is a pure League of Nations proposition, that it is an at
tempt to determine the aggressor nation, that it destroys our 
neutrality laws and policy, but is even in violation of the 
spirit and wording of the Kellogg-Briand Pact. Under gen
eral debate we will prove each and every one of these state
ments. 

In conclusion, I wanted primarily to speak against this 
iniquitous rule. It has been customary in every Congress, 
Democratic or Republican, to bring in certain types of legis
lation, such as tariff bills and certain soldier legislation, 
under rules that prohibited amendments, but almost no other 
legislation. When you bring in rules of this kind not per
mitting amendments, you are destroying representative gov
ernment. You Democrats were elected upon a platform of 
progressiv.e principles, yet you bring in here the most vicious 
gag rrrle of the most ultrareactionary character that will 
rise to plague you for years to come. There probably would 
not have been more than 3 or 4 amendments offered to this 
resolution, but with the exception of one motion to recom
mit no other amendments will be permitted under this 
vicious and despotic rule. 
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We are not going to waste time asking for a record vote l statement from Attorney General Wickzrsham about that 

on the rule, as we know that the party whip has cracked matter. 
and that you will jump through the hoop. We are simply When this matter was up in 1912 there was a statement 
stating the truth to you. We· are merely stating the fact from Attorney General Wickersham answering the question 
that you have started and are well on your way to destroy which the gentleman has just asked and which I shall be 
representative government in the House. You have de- pleased to call attention to at the proper time. 

· strayed the rights of the minority and your own individual Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not familiar with the definition 
rights as Democratic Members, as well as your privilege and given by Mr. Wickersham, and I was wondering if such a 
your power to amend legislation and to shape legislation in definition would be binding upon Presidents in the future, 
the House of Representatives. whatever it is. 

We will have to write above the Rules Committee-and I Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, this is not a political question in 
have the utmost friendship for the chairman and every other the sense it is a party question in this country. 
member of the committee-"All hope abandon, ye who enter I presume it has been stated to the House that the present 
here." They have made it a Democratic principle now to administration supports this resolution and that the prior 
bring in legislation not giving even a Democratic Member administration supported it. The Secretary of State of the 
the right to amend . . We have become the servants. of the last administration said in his communication to the Presi
Rules Committee and they have become the masters of the dent in support of a resolution of the substance of the pend
House. I want to register a protest against bringing in this ing one: 
rule or any other rule that takes away the power of the 

· individual Member or the minority to offer amendments and 
- function in an orderly way in framing legislation as repre

sentatives of the people instead of as rubber stamps. How 
far is this Rules Committee autocracy going and how long 

. can it continue without destroying representative govern-
ment and the dignity and prestige of the House? 

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. The gentleman said we were abandoning, 

by this resolution, our traditional position of neutrality. Did 
we not scrap neutrality when we entered into the Kellogg 
Pact? 

Mr. FISH. Certainly not. I shall speak on that at length 
later. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle

man from Georgia [Mr. Cox], a member of the committee. 
Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I trust that Members will not 

permit the opposition to this resolution to make them flee 
from what I construe to be nothing more than a purely 
peace measure, with the argument that the adoption of this 
resolution brings this country into the League of Nations. 
There is no merit in this contention. 

The opposition makes the point that the resolution un
dertakes to confer power upon the Executive to enter into 
alliances and make treaties with other powers. I respect
fully submit that this argument is not tenable and is not 
supported by any fair construction of the language used in 
the resolution. 

It is simply proposed-
That whenever the President finds that in any part of the world 

conditions exist such that the shipment of arms or munitions of 
war from countries which produce these commodities may pro
mote or encourage the employment of force in the course of a 
dispute or conflict between nations, and, after securing the coop
eration of such governments as the President deems necessary, he 
makes proclamation thereof, it shall be unlawful to export, or sell 
for export, except under such limitations and exceptions as the 
President prescribes, any arms or munitions of war from any place 
in the United States to such country or countries as he may 
designate, until otherwise ordered by the President or by Congress. 

Empowering the President to cooperate with other nations 
in placing an embargo upon the exportation of munitions 
of war is not empowering him to enter into alliances or 
treaties that are in any wise violative of the Constitution. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COX. I yield, with pleasure. 
Mr .. WADSWORTH. Has the gentleman or, perhaps, some 

other member of the majority on the committee that re
ported this resolution, given any consideration to the defini
tion of the term "munitions of war"? 

Mr. COX. I understand the term is a well-defined one. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. BACON] who appeared 
before the committee, as I recall, made that statement. So 
far as I am concerned I have not looked to determine just 
what construction has been put upon the phrase in its use 
in international affairs. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. If the gentleman from Georgia will 
permit, I may say, in answer to the question, that there is a 

I feel very strongly that the Government should, without further 
delay, make this contribution to the efforts which are demanded 
by public opinion in all parts of the world toward the preservation . 
of peace among the nations. 

[Applause.] 
It would strengthen the efforts of this Government and would 

hearten the advocates of effective reduction and limitation of 
armament in other nations if this Government could at this time 
take the preliminary step of ratifying the arms traffic convention 
of 1925. 

In the meantime, while we are awaiting the necessary interna
tional action to bring about the effective supervision and control 
of the international traffic in arms, this Government is ham
pered in the efforts of its diplomacy by the inadequacy of the 
authority of the President over the export of arms and munitions 
of war from the United States. The effect of these efforts would 
be materially strengthened if that authority could be increased so 
as to enable us to cooperate with other governments in dealing 
with some of the confiicts of arms, actual or threatened, with 
which the world is now confronted. 

The authority of the President over the exportation of arms and 
munitions of war, in my opinion, should be broadened so as to 
permit of the control of such exports in certain situations in the 
furtherance of the efforts that are constantly being made toward 
world peace and conciliation of international differences. The law 
as it now stands allows sufficient control by the President over 
shipments to American countries and countries wherein we exer
cise extraterritorial jurisdiction when conditions of domestic vio
lence exist in such countries. It does not, however, confer upon 
the Executive any authority in cases of threatened or actual con
fiict between two or more countries. We frequently find that, at 
the very moment when we are bending every effort toward con
ciliating differences between friendly states, arms are being shipped 
from private manufacturers in the United States for use in the 
threatened or actual conflict. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 

gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS]. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I hope 

you have all read the minority report. I want here to read 
several paragraphs from the letter of the Honorable John 
Bru:sett Moore, the great Democratic statesman, universally 
conceded the foremost authority on international law: 

The pending resolut.ion is, I do not hesitate to affirm, opposed 
to the settled policy and the highest interests of the United States 
and also to the provisions of our Federal Constitution. If adopted, 
it would enable the President ( 1) to make international engage
ments of the most far-reaching kind at his will, without the advice 
and ccnsent of the Senate, and (2) to carry us into war without 
the prerequisite constitutional declaration of war by Congress. 
Perhaps it may be answered that by the proposed resolution the 
Senate would voluntarily abdicate its constitutional powers re
garding international engagements, and that the Congress would 
likewise abdicate its constitutional powers regarding the declara
tion of war. This argument might be accepted if the Senate 
and the Congress could constitutionally divest themselves of their 
constitutional powers and commit everything to the Executive. 
But, as they were unwilling to do this during the so-called "World 
War," when it was proposed to give the President complete dicta
torial powers, I can only suppose that the present extraordinary 
agitation is due to the misleading and somewhat deafening clamor 
of those who, in the name of peace, would confer upon the Presi
dent an unlimited right to engage in hostilities. I refrain from 
saying an unlimited right to make war only out of deference to 
the profound and learned authorities who assure us that war can 
be abolished either by calling it peace or by refraining from calling 
it war. This is, I may remark, a favorite notion with those who 
demand that the Kellogg Pact shall be equipped with "teeth " 
in order that it may masticate alleged "aggressors" and other-
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wise benignantly bite and gnaw tts way to m>.iversal peace and 
concord. Unfortunately, there are many who appear to have been 
infected with these confused notions which have been so indus
triously propagated in the United States. But judged by the 
course of the principal members of the League of Nations during 
the past 10 years and by their attitude toward the hostilities lately 
in progress in the Far East and elsewhere, such notions appear 
never to have had any real charm for the responsible authorities 
of the countries which would have been required to make the 
chief sacrifices in blood, in treasure, and in tears. To say this is 
not to impeach their wisdom or their sincerity. It may merely 
indicate that, having had enough of war, they long for real peace 
and an opportunity to recuperate. 

Should the proposed measure become a law, no gift of prophecy 
is required to foretell what will follow. Groups moved by in
terest, or swayed, consciously or unconsciously~ by propaganda, wm 
clamor at the White House and at the Department of State for 
the unneutral application of the ban in favor of those whom 
they like or approve and against those whom they dislike or dis
approve. We are assured that we may trust our authorities to 
resist such importunities, and to refrain from doing things that 
would involve the country in trouble. In other words, we are 
told that our authorities may be relied upon to refuse to exercise 
the powers so sweepingly conferred upon them. This is indeed 
a singular argument. Couched in the language of irresponsibility, 
it is not only self-stultifying but also unjust. The burdens and 
cares resting, especially at the present juncture, upon those who 
administer our affairs, are already grave and harassing enough 
without imposing upon them the pastime of playing with war. 
Within the terms of the pending resolution, our Government would 
be asked to set itself up in rash and arrogant judgment upon 
the acts of other nations and on the merits of their conflicts, 
with a view to give or to permit m111tary aid to one as against 
another. Before committing ourselves to this presumptuous pro
gram, spun of the wild and filmsy fantasy that, when nations fall 
out and fight, the question of the "aggressor", which stlll battles 
students even of ancient wars, lies U!JOn the surface of things, 
and may be readily, safely, and justly determined by outsiders, 
of whose freedom from individual interest or bias there is no 
guaranty, we should reflect upon the fact that, had such a no
tion heretofore prevailed, we might and in all probability should 
ourselves have been the victim of it. As a marshaling of all the 
incidents would unduly prolong this letter, I will call atten
tion to only two. 

During our Civil War we were more than once menaced with the 
possibility of intervention, and, had it taken place, no one can 
say how fateful would have been the consequences. But, as an 
American, I share with my fellow-countrymen, as members of a 
great and united people, the universal sense that it is well that 
we were not permanently divided. 

Do you Members of Congress think for one minute that 
your constituents voted to send you here to give the Presi
dent the authority to make a declaration of war against any 
country without your first voting in Congress upon that 
declaration of war? It is clear to my mind that if we give 
the President the power to declare an embargo on munitions 
and arms against any country or countries it is a non
neutral act; it is a declaration of war; and that country can, 
of course, attack us as a reprisal. 

Take, for instance, the situation in countries of the far-off 
waters where our battleships may be roaming about. We 
declare an embargo of arms agai.nst a country in that local
ity, and do you not suppose there would be reprisal? Do 
you not suppose they would attack our battleships? What 
would happen if they attacked us? How could we defend 
our country? Where would our NavY be? How could we 
defend our neutral rights? We would have no neutral rights 
to defend at all. 

The whole world views with amazement the fact that we 
have never had and undoubtedly never will have predatory 
designs upon any land on the globe. We have always 
thought in terms of peace. We have always acted 1n terms 
or measures of war only to bring about peace. We are peace
minded. We have never fought save for a just cause. But 
there are limits to our unselfishness. We know what price 
war to this generation and to the generation yet unborn. 

Our greatest war contribution to peace was our participa
tion in the great World War, which secured peace for so 
many countries. I believe that no one in this room desires 
world peace more earnestly. than L I doubt if anyone has 
seen more constantly those who have paid the cost in human 
suffering of the World War. 

Congress recently gave the President the power to cut 
our veterans' benefits in an effort to maintain the credit 
of the United States, and he has taken away the entire 
compensation of some men and has cut the compensation 

of probably all of the men and women who were connected 
with it. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the lady yield? 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I am sorry, but I have 

not the time. We know what the cost of the World War 
alone was in human life and continues to be in human 
misery. We know what the cost of war is to our indus
tries; what the drain to the United States Treasury. The 
taxpayer can tell you; the man 1n the street. 

There is much distressing, insidious propaganda about. 
I have heard people say," If we had another war we would 
have good wages again. The country would be prosperous." 
How little these people who are saying that realize that 
undoubtedly the terrible cost of our participation in the 
World War is responsible largely for our economic chaos 
today. Other countries are unsettled. There are rumblings 
of strife and conflict in Europe today. If we have another 
war, it will be the most horrible war known to history. 
Other countries would be glad to have us pull their chest
nuts out of the fire. They would like to have us fight their 
battles for them. They do not care what happens to us-
perhaps theoretically they do, but practically they are 
thinking only of themselves. 

I cannot for one minute go along with this resolution. 
I am not influenced by party feeling in this matter, for in 
1929 in Philadelphia at the Academy of Political and Social 
Science I spoke against the resolution introduced by the 
Republican Senator CAPPER, which is similar in some re
spects to the present question. At that time I said in part: 

EFFECTS OF THE RESOLUTION BY SENATOR CAPPER 

It is my belief that the resolution by Senator CAPPER will not 
help to make the Kellogg Pact effective. In fact, I fear that it 
might hinder its becoming effective. The Capper resolution would 
prevent our being neutral, as it would make the United States 
the judge of every conflict. A decision called for in every case 
would mean abolition of neutrality, thus reducing all nations to 
the legal status of belligerents, even although actually not engaged 
in hostilities. Legally the whole world would become belligerents. 

Senator CAPPER's resolution gives to the President the responsi
bility of deciding who is the aggressor in the case of a war, and 
it forces the President to embargo American exports to that coun
try. This would make us a cobelltgerent with other nations in 
disciplining such a nation. 

In such a situation we could not use our Navy to insure the 
respect of our neutral rights, for we should have no neutral rights 
to respect. The United States would be entangled in every Euro
pean fight-which, in my opinion, is the last thing that the 
American people desire. 

If the United States decided that a country be guilty of violating
the Kellogg Pact, this decision could easily be considered a breach 
of neutrality. If this country declared an embargo on the ship
ment of arms to the country that the United States adjudged 
guilty, it is probable that that country would fight us if she were 
prepared to do so. It might thus precipitate the United States 
into a war. · 

It is conceivable that a country which might be considered the 
aggressor, which signed the multilateral treaty and thereby re
nounced war forever as an instrument of its national policy and 
agreed never to seek the solution of any question which might 
arise between it and other signatories by any save a peaceful 
means, when in fact that country was being absorbed by some 
other nation and had to fight for self-preservation. In that 
event the country that really needed assistance would be pre
vented from receiving it. 

If it were made impossible for countries to secure munitions of 
war from any other country, it would mean that every country 
would spend vast sums and endless time in making machinery 
of war. It would mean that the biggest and the most prosperous 
country would always be victorious in war, for, without an 
adequate supply or the necessary implements of war, no nation 
could win. 

If this country should pass the Capper resolution, and the 
other countries did not, there would be an impasse. To make 
the Capper resolution effective every nation of the world must 
pass a similar resolution. This resolution would be a · terrible 
hardship upon the small and poor countries. It would mean that 
they would be entirely at the mercy of the big and prosperous 
nations that had predatory designs. 

[Applause.] 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. BOYLAN). The time of 

the gentlewoman from Massachusetts has expired. 
Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from Kansas [Mr. McGUGINJ. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to say, if I can, a 

word· in defense of orderly legislation. I want to say a 
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word in defense of the rights of this House. I want to say 
a word in defense of the rights of the individual Members 
of this House. 

There have been five bills brought before this House dur
ing this short session under rules which forbid amendments. 

I dare say that this resolution today providing for this 
rule is the most offensive violation of the rights of the House 
within the history and the record of the House. Here is a 
page-and-a-half bill, a 2-section bill, if you please, a 19-
line bill, if you please, and you have a rule which provides 
that we cannot offer a single amendment to it. So far as 
I am personally concerned, I have no particular amendment 
I want to off er to it, but my rights are not what are involved 
in this matter. The rights of the House, the rights of the 
other Members are involved. Why bring in a bill like this 
with a rule making it not subject to amendment? I should 
not be surprised if this bill were considered under the regu
lar rules of the House that there would not be many amend
ments offered. 

Here is what the truth of the matter is-and I wish all 
of the new Members were here. The leadership of this 
House is afraid of you new Democrats; it is afraid to trust 
you to come here and do your constitutional duty in respect 
to passing on these bills. Your leadership is not fearful that 
117 Republicans can wreck Democratic legislation with bad 
amendments. Your leadership knows that 313 Democrats 
are perfectly able to protect Democratic bills. What your 
leadership is afraid of is that you new Democrats cannot be 
trusted in voting on amendments. Let me say to every 
Member of this House, old and new, that the people of your 
respective districts elected you to represent them. They did 
not elect the leadership of this House or anyone other than 
you to represent them. 

Every man who sits here and votes for these rules which 
make it impossible for him or his colleagues to offer amend
ments then and there makes confession that he is incapable 
of offering amendments and, what is more, that he indi
vidually is incapable of even voting safely and sanely upon 
amendments offered by other Members of this House. 

The Member who sits here and continually votes for these 
rules which prevent amendments but says to his constitu
ents and to his country that he is either incapable of pass
ing on legislation or does not have the courage to pass on 
legislation. Members did not tell their constituents before 
the election that they were not personally capable of passing 
on legislation. You who vote for these rules are going to 
find that your constituents are not going to accept as an 
excuse for bad legislation for which you voted that it was 
considered under a rule which would not permit you to 
off er amendments or pass on amendments. This is especially 
true when the RECORD shows that you voted for the rule 
which made impossible any improvement in the criticized 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, it seems when the Congress 
has nothing else to do it makes some more crimes. Last 
week a press censorship bill was passed, only 29 of us voting 
against it. This made it a crime to publish, without au
thorization, any matter prepared in any official code, and 
so forth. 

Now we are asked to make another crime, making the 
individual exporting arms or munitions in violation of a 
Presidential decree a criminal. Has the Congress nothing 
else to do? Thirteen million men and women are unem
ployed and children are underfed. Let us give consideration 
to American children who are hungry instead of bothering 
about some foreign nations that are fighting each other. 

This bill should be defeated. I served in the Army of 
my country in time of war. Let no one say of a man who 
left his home and loved ones in response to a grave national 
duty that he does not desire to maintain the peace of the 
world. This bill makes for war, not peace. 

This bill gives dictatorial powers to the President. If, in 
his judgment, such conditions exist that the shipment of 
arms and munitions may promote the employment of force, 
he may proclaim it unlawful to export arms and munitions. 
It then becomes a crime for any individual or company to 
export arms or munitions. True, the bill says, " after secur
ing the cooperation of such governments as the President 
deems necessary." I say this bill authorizes the President 
to issue such proclamation without securing the cooperation 
of any government. The President may not deem it neces
sary to secure such cooperation. 

If there is any occasion for the passage of this bill, it is 
because soldiers of the Imperial Japanese Government are 
invading Chinese territory. If it be the desire and purpose 
of the American Congress to place an embargo upon the 
shipment of arms and munitions to the Chinese, who need 
arms and munitions, and to the Japanese, who do not need 
our arms and munitions, this should be done by act of Con
gress, not by giving dictatorial powers to the President. 

I represent no manufacturer of arms or munitions. In 
fact, I do not even know such a manufacturer, and do not 
believe that the private manufacture of munitions should 
be permitted in this country. 

In this time of distress and suffering, with millions of 
our people deprived of the opportunity· to be gainfully em
ployed, my position is that this bill is uncalled for, unneces
sary, wrong in principle, and should be defeated. We should. 
not surrender legislative authority of the Congress and 
place that power in the hands of our President and suc
ceeding Presidents, giving him and them power to take sides 
in a conflict by depriving one nation in need of arms and 
munitions of the opportunity to purchase such munitions 
in this country. 

This measure is dangerous. It gives the President arbi
trary power to impose an embargo. It makes him a judge 
of foreign disputes. It permits him to decide who is an 
aggressor nation. In fact, it gives him the power to declare 
war. I hope that the time has not come, and will never 
come, for the representatives of the people to surrender 
their greatest and most important power-the right to 
declare war. [Applause.] 

Mr. RANS LEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of 
my time to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House 
of Representatives, at the outset I wish to tell you that, 
being a new Member, it was not my intention to address this 
body during this special session of Congress. But with 
the introduction of the resolution now before the House, I 
find it necessary to voice my opinion in protest. 

As a member of that great peace organization, the Amer
ican Legion, which has honored me by electing me to many 
high offices in the Department of Illinois; as one who served 
27 months during the World War, mostly at the front with 
the Fifty-eighth Artillery Brigade, I feel assured that you 
realize fully my honorable motives. Every man and woman 
of this body unquestionably has just as honorable inten
tions. There is not any question that every one of us, 
whether he is for the resolution or against it, equally hopes 
for peace and not war. There is not any doubt in my 
mind about the sincerity and good judgment of our Presi
dent. If there was any doubt about that in my mind, I 
would not have supported him in his banking, economy, and 
other measures. 

But as a member of the Foreign Relations Committee, I 
naturally have had the opportunity of going into this sub
ject to a greater extent than most of you, the same as the 
members of the Agricultural Committee and the Banking 
Committee have had the opportunity of studying their prob
lems more than the rest of us. After a thorough, unpreju
diced study I believe the proposed embargo is not an act of 
peace, but something which would eventually lead us to war. 

In the event that foreign nations become engaged in war. 
what should be the attitude of the United States? I believe 
that Washington answered that question many years ago 
when he said, " Keep free from foreign entanglements." 
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Those were words of wisdom, and I believe it well to heed 
them. To disregard them would unquestionably lead. us to 
darkness. The surest way for us to have peace is to keep 
free of foreign disputes, to keep free of any method of co
operation with other countries, to keep free of giving power 
to any man in the event of war to pick the aggressor, some
thing that is impossible to do impartially, and impartiality 
is the surest means to neutrality. 

I ask you candidly if neutrality is not the best policy to 
follow in order to keep us out of war? Then I a~k you .if 
we could be considered neutral in the event of war between 
France and Italy, if Italy were determined the aggressor 
and an embargo were placed against Italy-I ask you what 
would be the result? I do not believe there is any ques
tion in the minds of any of us. Italy would declare war 
on us. Apply the same principle to ourselves. What would 
happen if we were at war with some South American coun
try, and some foreign ruler determined we were the aggres
sor and placed an embargo on us and at the same time 
furnished arms and munitions to our enemy? Would it not 
inflame the passion of our people? 

Ramsay MacDonald said, " The United States has the 
means to be neutral. There would not be any question," he 
said, " of the attitude of England if we were in the same 
position as the United States." 

I believe there should be an embargo against all countries 
engaged in war. That could not give just cause for re
proach. And until that time comes, I fairly and sincerely 
urge you to vote against the resolution, thus keeping the 
power in the hands of Congress, a power which has been in 
its hands since the beginning of our Government. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remaining time, 
7 minutes, to the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CONNOR]. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, some of the attacks on the 
form of rule which the Rules Committee brings out may in 
some instances be justified. Whether or not any attention 
should be paid to them depends upon the particular circum
stances. When the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. McGuGIN] 
tries to embroil the new Members of the House and makes 
them believe their rights are being taken away from them, 
of course, he is not concerned with the rights or prerogatives 
of any of the Democratic Members of the House. He speaks 
as though they were elected here as individuals. As far as I 
know, everyone was elected as a Democrat, a part of the 
Democratic administration, pledged to the Democratic plat
form, agreeing to stand behind a Democratic President, and 
carry out that platform to fulfillment. That kind of bonfire, 
of course, ·will not accomplish anything. · In the organization 
of this House each standing committee has a majority and 
minority membership. 

The ideas of the minority membership as to amend
ments can always be offered in committee. Any Member 
of this House can appear before a committee; and if he 
has a meritorious amendment, it can be offered and put 
into the bill. There was no idea on the part of the Rules 
Committee of foreclosing on this question. 

Now, what is the situation? I uriderstand the one big 
amendment that would be offered, if the bill were open for 
amendment, would be to confine the provisions of this reso
lution to the American continent. I understand that is a 
fact. Under this rule, with the power to off er one motion to 
recommit, that can be voted upon. With all the Republican 
members on the Foreign Affairs Committee opposed to the 
resolution, they can put in that motion to recommit and 
off er the amendments which they would like to off er on this 
floor and have a roll call on all amendments. What is the 
use making believe something that does not exist? 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Under a motion to recommit, no one can 

off er an amendment except a member of the committee. 
The rest of us are closed out. Now, on the same argument, 
if the gentleman thinks there are only one or two amend
ments, what harm is there in proceeding with orderly legis-

lation and giving every Member an opportunity to offer 
amendments? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Well, I understand the gentleman from 
Kansas has no amendment to offer himself, but with the 
situation here, where it has developed into a partisan ques
tion, and where every Republican member on the Foreign 
Affairs Committee is oppcsed to this bill, any one of them 
can rise in his place and off er a motion to recommit, which 
would cover every amendment. Now, why pretend that you 
cannot accomplish the same purpose? Why talk about this 
being gag? This is not gag on this particular question. U 
you want to confine it to the American Continent, you can 
offer your motion to recommit and do it in that way. 

Now, the peculiar anomaly that presents itself in the 
debate on this resolution is just this: The Republicans made 
it a partisan question. They said, "If you bring this before 
the House, we will have to tell the truth, and it means war. 
We will name the country. You will have war within 30 
days." These peaceful Republicans, whose contributions in 
campaign times come to a great extent from the munition 
makers of America! I hope the Republicans are not going 
to pretend to be the peaceable party of this Nation. They 
say, "If you bring it here and talk about it, it will cause 
war," and then they come in and say they want 2 hours 
or 3 hours. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. No; I cannot yield now. 
They say 2 hours or 3 hours will not be enough debate. 

"We want to talk about this dangerous thing 5 hours or 
6 hours." They are so concerned with preserving the peace 
of the country and not talking out in school or washing our 
linen in public that they want to talk for 2 days, and it 
was principally because of their insistence that we extended 
the time to 4 hours. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman tell 
us whom Du Pont favored in the last campaign? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Well, I know whom they have been fa
voring and whom they represented in another body for 
years. I am not going to talk about Bridgepcrt or other 
places like that, because we never have many Democrats up 
through that party of the country. 

Now, there will be dragged out the old bugaboo about the 
League of Nations, about our going into the back door or 
the front door or the cellar or some place. That is the old 
threat that will be dangled over our heads as though it 
would frighten somebody. They talk as though there was 
a Nation-wide referendum some years ago, back in 1920, 
when the Republicans happened to win the Nation. I know 
the Members of this House. Those Republicans who were 
for the resolution up to a few months ago I know will not 
be sincerely deceived, but I feel sure that the Members on 
the Democratic side of the House know that if Congress 
would never plunge this Nation into an unjustifiable war, 
this Nation will never be plunged into such a war by the 
distinguished gentleman who now occupies the White House. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question occurs on the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the 

adoption of the resolution. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. F'IsH) there were ayes 66 and noes 35. 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the rule, the Clerk 

will report the joint resolution. 
The Clerk read as fallows: 
Resolved, etc., That whenever the President finds that in any 

part of the world conditions exist such that the shipment of arms 
or munitions of war from countries which produce these com
modities may promote or encourage the employment of force in 
the course of a dispute or conflict between nations, an d , after 
securing the cooperation of such governments as the President 
deems necessary, he makes proclamation thereof, it shall be unlaw
ful to export, or sell fDr export, except under such limitat ions and 
exceptions as the President prescribes, any arms or munit ions of 
war from any place in the United States to such country or coun-



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 1695 
trles as he may designate, until otherwise ordered by the President 
or by Congress. 

SEC. 2. Whoever exports any arms or munitions of war in viola
tion of section 1 shall, on conviction, be punished by a fine not 
exceeding $10,000 or by imprisonment not exceeding 2 years, or 
both. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ten
nessee is recognized for 2 hours, and the gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 2 hours. · 

Mr. FISH. May I ask the gentleman from Tennessee if 
we cannot have some understanding with reference to when 
the committee shall rise this afternoon in accordance with 
the agreement hitherto made? Cannot we agree to go on, 
s~y, until 5 o'clock? With such an agreement we would 
know better how to yield time this evening. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I would suggest to the gentleman 
from New York that the committee rise somewhere between 
half past 4 and 5 o'clock. We will have plenty of time 
tomorrow to finish general debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 15 minutes. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee is recog

nized for 15 minutes. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, this joint resolution is 

very easy to understand, and I am sure is not as dangerous 
as many would suggest. 

This resolution provides that whenever the President finds 
that in any part of the world such conditions exist that the 
shipme~t of arms or munitions of war from countries which 
produce these commodities may promote or encourage the 
employment of force in the settlement of disputes and con
fiicts between nations, after securing the cooperation of such 
governments as the President deems necessary he may make 
it, or declare it, unlawful to export arms to those countries. 

This identical bill was recommended very strongly by 
President Hoover in his message in February. Secretary 
Stimson appeared before our committee at that time in be
half of this legislation. 

It was said by one member of our committee who is also 
a · member of the Committee on Rules on the Republican 
side that the committee at that time reported this bill out 
but made it applicable only to American countries. That 
was true. 

It was late in the session and we thought that was the 
only means by which we could get any legislation of this 
character before the House, and there was an agreement 
that the report would be a unanimous report. For this 
reason alone was the bill reported in that form, because 
practically every member of that committee at that time 
stood ready to report this bill as it is reported now. 

I am very sorry indeed the Republican members of our 
committee, notwithstanding the previous recommendation 
of a Republican President, have undertaken to make this a 
party question. Each and every one of them voted against 
the report of this bill except the man who is on the Com
mittee ·on Rules today and who did not sign even the 
minority report. These members evidently were influenced 
by the distinguished gentleman from New York and my re
nowned friend from Massachusetts, who surrendered the 
ranking place on the great Committee on Appropriations in 
order that be could seek new worlds to conquer, be appointed 
to the Committee on Foreign Afiairs, and thereby influence 
international affairs. I must attribute the great change 
that was made in the attitude of the Republicans to the 
force of the arguments of the distinguished gentleman, 
bringing out this bill in that form against their wishes, and 
making it a party question. 

Mr. TINKHAM. May I ask the honorable Representative 
whether he had confidence in Mr. Hoover and Mr. Stimson 
during the last session of Congress? 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS. As to this legislation, I did. As to 
other legislation, I did not. [Applause.] 

You know the distinguished gentleman, my personal friend 
for whom I have the greatest respect-and this is not meant 
to be personal-one who has traveled the world time and 
again and has great knowledge of foreign affairs, my dis
tinguished bewhiskered friend from Massachusetts who by 
many has been considered in this House for a long number 

of years as an authority on the liquor question and the 
"Negro" question, having partially disposed of the great 
liquor question, now has sought new fields to conquer and 
has come to the Committee on Foreign Affairs to see that' the 
foreign affairs of this country were run correctly. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Certainly. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I should like the gentle· 

man to carry his thought a little further and explain why 
be had confidence in President Hoover in only this one in
stance and not in the many other instances. 
· Mr. McREYNOLDS. Because I agreed with him. [Laugh· 
ter and applause.] In that matter he was right. 

I did not intend to expose the gentleman from Massachu
setts. He has never been against this bill. He is not against 
it today, down in his heart, and he knows it. He would 
not sign the minority report, but they got him over here on 
the Rules Committee and forced him before you to make a 
little speech, and you know it was not very strong as against 
this resolution. [Applause.] You know I have the greatest 
respect for him. He is one of the most affable gentlemen on 
my committee, one of the most valuable. I do not know 
how I would get along without JoE MARTIN. But I must 
move on. 

This is no new legislation. This is no new remedy. It 
does not possess the dangerous qualities these great inter
national lawyers would have you think, and it does not take 
much of a lawyer to see the inaccuracies of their statements. 
You will see these distinguished gentlemen building up straw 
men in order to strike them down. 

I said this is not new legislation. It is merely a carrying 
out of such provisions as we have had before. 

It has been represented to the committee by some of these 
eminent lawyers that the pending resolution is opposed to 
the settled policy of the United States. We have long had 
legislation on this general subject, and some of our legisla
tion has given the President even broader power than is 
proposed in the pending resolution. 

A joint resolution of Congress approved on April 22, 1898, 
gave the President the broad power to prohibit the exporta
tion of coal or other material used in war-other material
in his discretion and with such limitations and exceptions as 
to him seemed expedient. 

I presume even the Republican members of my committee 
did not know that for some 14 years we had a more drastic 
law in this country giving the President this authority than 
the present proposed limited authority. While under this 
resolution the authority of the President is extended to 
the world, yet it is restricted to certain conditions. 

Although the resolution of 1898 became a law shortly after 
the beginning of the War with Spain, it was in no way lim
ited to the duration of that war and the President's exercise 
of the conferred power was not limited to times of war. The 
resolution continued in force without amendment until 
August 1912. The President acted under it long after the 
Spanish-American War was ended. 

On October 4, 1905, President Roosevelt issued a procla
mation, acting under the authority of the resolution of 1890, 
and as the proclamation stated "for good and sufficient 
reasons unto me appearing", he forbade the exportation of 
arms to any port in the Dominican Republic. This shows, 
I think, that the resolution of 1890 was not a dead letter 
during the 14 years it remained on our statute books. 

In 1912 a resolution was passed by the Congress giving 
the President, without the consent of other nations, the 
right to declare an embargo on arms in American countries 
where domestic troubles existed. 

In 1922 this law was amended, and at that time it included 
all countries in which we have extraterritorial jurisdiction, 
such as China, Egypt, Morocco, and other foreign countries, 
and since that time this right has been exercised by the 
United States and has never been questioned. 

Why there is an insinuation here today that the purposes 
of this resolution are hidden and that it could only be for 
the purpose, which is evident from the remarks that have 
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been made, of being intended to apply to Japan. This is a 
fallacy. You know there has been an embargo on arms to 
China from this country since 1922. It has not created war, 
and it has been exercised. There was no question then 
raised about its constitutionality, and there has not been any 
such question raised during this time. 

The same thing is true of Brazil, Mexico, Honduras, Nica. .. 
ragua, and other countries. 

Mr. FISH and Mr. BLOOM rose. 
Mr. FISH. I just want to see if I understood the state

ment of the gentleman. Did the gentleman say there was 
an embargo on palms or arms? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. If the gentleman cannot hear any 
better what I said and does not know anything more about 
the facts in this case than that, I consider that remark, com
ing from the tall pine from New York, practically an insult. 
I said arms. 

Mr. FISH. If the gentleman will yield further, I will 
apologize for any interpretation of that kind of his re
marks. Some Members here asked me whether the gentle
man from Tennessee said palms, and I wanted to under
stand it correctly. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I am very sorry I was misunderstood. 
I do not think anyone who had any reason to want to un
derstand me correctly could have misconstrued my remarks 
when I said arms. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. I think the gentleman might particularize 

as to that 1922 embargo with respect to why it is in exist
ence now and whether it is by force of law or otherwise. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. It was proclaimed under authority 
of the act of 1922, and this embargo, which was proclaimed 
on March 4, 1922, is still in effect. 

It was proclaimed against Brazil on October 22, 1930, 
and continued until 1931, and also against Honduras, Mex
ico, and Nicaragua. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 more 

minutes. 
Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield. 
Mr. FISH. I am asking this for information, because I 

have the utmost regard for my chairman, as he knows. Is 
it a fact that we have an embargo on arms against Japan 
and have had one for many years? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I did not say Japan, I said China. 
Mr. FISH. The gentleman said Japan. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I beg the gentleman's pardon. If 

I said Japan it was not so intended; I meant to say China. 
Mr. FISH. That is different. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Because, of course, we have no right 

to declare an embargo against Japan. I will withdraw that 
and say China, because that is what I meant. A statement 
was made in connection with the argument with reference 
to Japan. 

Mr. CONDON. Will the gentleman yield. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield. 
Mr. CONDON. I have listened very attentively to what 

the gentleman has said about the different countries. Am 
I to understand that all these instances relate to domestic 
violence within those countries? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. They relate to domestic violence in 
such countries. The President has not authority to declare 
an embargo on arms except where there is domestic violence. 

Mr. CONDON. In that connection, does not the gentle
man recognize a very distinct difference between an embargo 
upon arms to different countries engaged in warfare and 
an embargo upon arms into a country where civil war is 

' impending or is actually in progress? 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. There is a difference, absolutely, 

and that is why we want this bill passed. For instance, in 
South America there is such a condition existing between 
Paraguay and Bolivia, and yet we cannot stop the shipment 
of arms, and with the United States considered as a great 
arms-manufacturing country, it would do no good for 

other countries to stop the. shipment of arnis. The same 
conditions exist between Colombia and Peru. 

All the other great nations of the world have this author
ity, but to make it effective and make it a stroke toward 
peace it is absolutely necessary that this great country have 
such power. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mi. McREYNOLDS. Yes. 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman was speaking of South 

American countries and he meant the authority provided in 
this resolution. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I meant the authority provided in 
this resolution. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the utmost respect and confidence in 
the Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives. I know I express the sentiment 
of every Republican upon that committee that they not only 
like him personally but respect him in every way. There 
will not enter into this debate, as far as we are concerned, 
any personalities, arid as far as most of us are concerned, 
any partisanship, because I, and several other Republican 
members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, have consist
ently oppased the arms-embargo resolution under the Hoover 
administration as well as today. 

Certainly that is not injecting partisanship into this issue. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM] and 
myself and others have consistently opposed the resolution 
under a Republican administration, because we believed it 
was against the interest and safety of the United States and 
led to war. 

The partisanship comes from the Democratic side, who 
have made this a party issue because they have received 
word from the State Department to jam it through. 

Mr. WEST. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. WEST. I want to ask the gentleman if the minority 

report that is signed by the Republican members is a mere 
coincidence, and that there is no partisan view expressed in 
the minority report? · 

Mr. FISH. I do not know to what the gentleman refers. 
Mr. WEST. Here is a minority report against the resolu

tion which is signed by all the Republican members of the 
committee. 

Mr. FISH. Of course, the Republican members of the 
committee oppose it. Most of us, including the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM] and the lady from Mas
sachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS], have opposed it right along. It is 
the Democrats who have reversed themselves and now sup
port the legislation as a party proposition and attempt to 
rush.it through without even an opportunity to offer amend
ments. 

Just before the War with Spain we empowered the Presi
dent to lay an embargo on coal, so that coal, and possibly 
other things, couid not be used by Spain against ourselves 
when we were about to declare war against Spain. 

It was not until 1912 that the Root resolution was adopted 
in the Congress of the United States. It gave the President 
the power, whenever there were internal disturbances in 
American countries, to place an arms embargo, and that is 
law today. That was amended in 1922 to apply to countries 
where we have extraterritorial rights, as in China, Egypt, 
and Abyssinia. 

This is an entirely new, novel, and dangerous proposi
tion giving the President of the United States the power to 
lay an embargo against belligerents or nations on the verge 
of war and determine who is the aggressor nation. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. Not just now. I stated when I spoke on the 

rule that we propose to take the veil off this issue, that we 
propose to prove the statements that we made as to the 
aggressor proposition, to prove that this is the entrance into 
the League of Nations for the enforcement of articles X and 
XVI, and we propose to do that by the facts, and we will 
present them to you. We also propose to show you that it 
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is the utter destruction of our traditional policy of neutral
ity, the cornerstone of our foreign policy for over 140 years. 
Nobody disputes that. I do not believe there is a Democrat 
who disputes the fact that this throws the whole neutrality 
policy of the United States out of the window. 

Mr. BLACK. I dispute it. 
Mr. BLOOM. I dispute it. 
Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I do not yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman does not dare yield. 
Mr. FISH. The gentleman will have ample opportunity 

in his own time, but not in mine. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. What is the point of order? 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman made a statement asking if 

there was anyone who would dare dispute the fact. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman say that 

he wants to have his facts disputed? 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman must not be 

interrupted. He has the floor. 
Mr. BLOOM. But I did not interrupt the gentleman. He 

called for an interruption and I make the point of order 
against that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Even if his call has been 
accepted, he now declines to yield. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I hope this interruption will not 
be taken out of my time. I repeat my challenge, and any 
Democrat in his own time-they will have plenty of time, 
we have some 4 hours of debate-ean show if he can 
wherein this embargo resolution does not destroy our entire 
neutrality policy laid down by George Washington and 
Thomas Jefferson, and adhered to by every President, Re
publican and Democratic alike, including Woodrow Wilson, 
and every Secretary of State. That is the challenge that I 
offer to any Democrat here in his own time, and as long as 
he wants in his own time; he can go just as far as he likes, 
but he will not make much progress against the unanswer
able statement of Judge John Bassett Moore, contained in 
the minority report that this resolution is the death knell 
of American neutrality. 

So that there will be no misunderstanding, it might be 
well to present the original proclamation of neutrality as 
promulgated by George Washington, which I shall do in 
my time. It is very brief, and I shall include it in the 
RECORD. It is the proclamation of neutrality issued in 1793, 
at a time when France and Great Britain were at war. It 
is the fundamental policy of the United States and has 
been ever since that time. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman put that 
into the RECORD? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. I ask unanimous consent to include 
George Washington's neutrality proclamation in my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object 

in order to state that I think that all matters concerning 
George Washington should be inserted under the name of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The matter ref erred to follows: 

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, A PROCLAMATION 

Whereas it appears that a state of war exists between Austria, 
Prussia, Sardinia, Great Britain, and the United Netherlands, of 
the one part, and France on the other; and the duty and interest 
of the United States require that they should with sincerity and 
good faith adopt and pursue a conduct friendly and impartial 
toward the belligerent powers: 

I have therefore thought fit by these presents to declare the 
disposition of the United States to observe the conduct aforesaid 
toward those powers respect! vely, and to exhort and warn the 
citizens of the United States carefully to avoid all acts and pro
ceedings whatsoever which may in any manner tend to contravene 
such disposition. 

And I do hereby also make known that whosoever of the citizens 
of the United States shall render himsel! liable to punishment or 
forfeiture under the law of nations by committing, aiding, or 
abetting hostilities against any of the said powers, or by carrying 
to any of them those articles which are deemed contraband by the 
modern usage of natiens, will not receive the protection of the 

United States against such punishment or forfeiture; and, further, 
that I have given instructions to those officers, to whom it belongs, 
to cause prosecutions to be instituted against all persons who 
shall, within the cognizance of the courts of the United States, 
violate the law of nations, with respect to the powers at war, or 
any of them. 

In testimony whereof I have caused the seal of the United States 
of America to be affixed to these presents, and signed the same 
with my hand. 

Done at the city of Philadelphia, the 22d day of April 1793, 
and of the independence of the United States of America the 
seventeenth. 

GEORGE WASHINGTON. 
By the President: 

TH. JEFFERSON. 

Mr. WEST. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
one question for information? 

Mr. FISH. Not just now. I think I made it plain that 
some of us were opposed to this resolution under the recent 
Republican administration. 

Mr. WEST. This is a question of information. 
Mr. FISH. I am sorry, but I cannot yield. In view of the 

fact that we are talking about George Washington and 
Thomas Jefferson, let us go back and see what the early 
founders of our Republic had to say about the war power. 
I think most of us will admit that when we give the Presi
dent the power to cooperate with other nations to lay em
bargoes against a single nation, that that is an unneutral and 
a hostile act and gives the President the power to drag us 
into war. What did the early founders of the Republic say 
about the war powers? 

According to the records of the Federal Convention as set 
forth by Madison in his notes on August 17, 1787-

Mr. Gerry said he never expected to hear in a republic a motion 
to empower the Executive alone to declare war. Mr. Madison was 
against giving the power to the Executive because he should not 
be entrusted with it, or to the Senate because it was not so con
structed as to be entitled to it.- He was for clogging rather than 
for facilitating war. 

That expresses the real opposition to this proposal. There 
are many of us who want to clog the right to declare war 
and not make it easier by handing it over to an individual. 
I represent the district from which the present President of 
the United States comes. I have known him for 20 years or 
more. I have the highest personal and political regard for 
him. I believe he can be trusted. I believe he is a man of 
caution and patriotism, but we should not take away from 
the Congress the right to declare war or to lay embargoes 
and place those powers in the hands of any individual, no 
matter whether he be in the White House for 4 or 8 years. 
We seek to clog the right to declare war. There are some 
Members of this Congress who favor a referendum on war 
in order to slow up the process of declaring war. 

There has been advocated on the floor of this House, and 
resolutions have been introduced so that the people would 
have some say, and now the Representatives of the people 
in the Congress, through the Democratic Party, that so
called "progressive party", seek to give this autocratic and 
despotic power to a single man, to join with other nations 
to determine the aggressor nation, an unneutral and hostile 
act, that will eventuate in war. In all history no nation has 
yet been declared an aggressor nation. Let us mind our own 
business and refrain from passing moral judgments on other 
nations in Europe and Asia and stop this dangerous policy 
of trying to police Manchuria or any other far-o1I foreign 
nation, particularly when we have so many troubles to attend 
to at home. 

Historians are still disputing as to who started the World 
War. Ever since 1793, when Washington issued his procla
mation of neutrality, no historian has ever found out who 
was the aggressor nation in any of the numerous relatively 
modern wars. 

Now, let us take the veil from this proposal. What is 
the demand for it at the present moment? As far as I 
know, there is just one reason, and that is to go in with 
the League of Nations, with the Advisory Committee of the 
League of Nations, to declare an embargo against Japan, as 
the aggressor nation in the Far East, and have the United 
States declare that embargo, with those European nations, 
against Japan. But suppose Japan very properly resents 
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"this embargo placed by the United States? Let us assume 
she retaliates, as she probably would, and an American ves
sel is seized, and our national honor is impugned and we are 
forced, against the will of the American people, to declare 
war, does any sensible man believe that any . of those Euro
pean nations who may go along with us in the embargo, 
are going to fight for us? That is the main reason I am 
opposed to this proposed arins embargo, because I am op
posed to anything which directly or indirectly involves us in 
the Manchurian dispute or will get us into war without 
our own consent, except on the basis of national defense. 
If we are involved in war, does any Representative in this 
Congress think that France or England or Czechoslovakia 
and the other munition countries will help us in the fight
ing? 

To use a provincial expression, we shall be holding the bag 
and we shall be called upon to do all the fighting. We shall 
be called upon to send ships and American soldiers. It is 
time we stopped trying to police Manchuria and the rest of 
the world. It is time we ceased trying to determine who is 
the aggressor nation, and being forced into the League of 
Nations, not through the back door but through the front 
door, to carry out the mandates of the Advisory Committee, 
that is even now talking about embargoes and against 
Japan. If you do not believe this is a League of Nations 
proposition, listen to this letter. This is only one of nu
merous letters with which Congress is being fiooded, and 
this is from the head-master of Gunnery School, at Wash
ington, Conn. I do not know the gentleman, but he writes 
me as follows: 

DEAR MR. FISH: If I am correctly informed, there is a bill before 
the Senate and House of Representatives to prohibit the exporta
tion of arms or munitions from the United States of America 
under certain conditions which would empower the President, 
when he deems it necessary, to declare by proclamation the export 
or sale of arms unlawful. The local organization of the League 
of Nations Association has suggested that .those interested in the 
passage of this bill and favoring this principle register their ap
proval with their representatives in Washington. May I therefore 
express to you-

And then he goes on to express his support of the bill. 
The proponents of this bill and those who are fiooding 

Congress with such propaganda represent League of Na
tions organizations, and I think it is only a fair proposition, 
as far as voting on this resolution is concerned, that those 
who favor the League of Nations shall support the resolu
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. OLIVER of New York). 
The time of the gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH] has 
expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 additional 
minutes. 

This is a League of Nations resolution without any dis
guise. It aims to enforce those vicious provisions, articles 
X and XVI, the ones which were repudiated, the very ones 
which were discussed throughout this country and rejected, 
providing for the use of American soldiers to maintain the 
territorial status quo of the peace treaties and to enforce 
sanctions and embargoes against aggressor nations. 

Mr. SISSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. No. I am sorry, but I do not have much time 

left. 
I submit to the Republican side of the House, if there 

are Republicans who are in favor of the League of Na
tions, I hope they will vote for this resolution. There is no 
other way about it. It is an out-and-out League of Nations 
proposition, but of the very worst kind. As one who be
lieves in peace and peaceful relations in the world, I admit 
there is much good in the League, but these are two of its 
worst provisions. These are the enforcement provisions, 
providing for sending troops and ships and determining who 
is the aggressor nation. 

Now, as far as the views of the President are concerned, 
I want to be fair with the President of the United States, 
who is as much my President as yours. I wal\t to be fair 
with him, but I must confess I am somewhat troubled with 
a statement included in a . recent Associated Press report. 

I hope the President was misquoted when he was reported as 
follows: . · 

I have long been in favor of .the use of embargoes on arms to 
belligerent nations, especially to nations which are guilty of 
making an attack on other nations; that is, against aggressor 
nations. 

That is a statement which, up to this time, has not been 
denied. The President of the United States says he favors 
determining the aggressor nation. Naturally, if that is so, 
he wants this power. The power to do what? To go in 
with the League of Nations, with the Advisory Committee of 
the League of Nations, that is now discussing and determin
ing the far-eastern situation, to apply an embargo against 
Japan. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. No; I do not yield. The gentleman will have 

plenty of time. 
Mr. BLOOM. I just wanted to correct the gentleman. 
Mr. FISH. If the gentleman speaks for the President, I 

yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. I want to correct the gentleman if he will 

give me a chance. 
Mr. FISH. No; I do not yield to the gentleman at all. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. Yes; certainly. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Has not the gentleman some private 

information that would cause him to doubt such a state
ment as he has just made? 

Mr. FISH. Does the gentleman refer to the statement I 
just read? 

Mr. :McREYNOLDS. No; I am speaking about Japan. 
Mr. FISH. I may say to the gentleman, and I want all 

the House to listen to this, of course, the State Department 
is doing everything in its power to say, "Oh, this h·as noth
ing to do with the Japanese-Chinese situation." 

At the same time, every American and every Japanese and 
every member of the League of Nations know perfectly well 
the reason for this resolution, for this proposed arms em
bargo. It has been suggested by the British Government. 
It has been likewise suggested by the Advisory Committee 
of the League of Nations. 

Against whom is it aimed? Is it aimed against Cuba or 
Nicaragua or South America? It is aimed against one 
nation-the nation the League of Nations has already said 
was an aggressor nation. And I shall read from the report. 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 7 minutes more. 
This is a wireless to the New York Times: 

GENEVA, March 14. 
The Advisory Committee of 21 meet tomorrow aft ernoon and it 

is certain to accept American cooperation on the basis suggested 
by Secretary Hull. 

After acknowledging receipt of Moscow's refusal to cooperate at 
present, the committee will admit Hugh R. Wilson to its meeting, 
which will be private. It will then continue its discussion of a 
proposal for an arms embargo in the Far East. 

Not an embargo against some little country, not an 
embargo against some European country, but against one of 
the greatest naval powers in the world; and I want to point 
out to you Democrats that. as far as one Republican is con
cerned, there is no partisanship when it comes to embroiling 
us in war with Japan. I have opposed it before-and will 
continue to do so-as a dangerous and waTlike proposal. 
It is a wolf in sheep's clothing. I have opposed the futile 
and puerile sending of notes by the Republican administra
tion to Japan every time they moved a soldier in Manchuria. 
It merely bewildered and irritated the Japanese at first, but 
it finally succeeded in infiamed Japanese public opinion. 
It is time we ceased to be an international nuisance, mind 
our own business, and stop policing foreign lands. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is it not true that in the considera

tion of this bill at the last session of Congress, when the 
gentleman says he opposed it, he stated he would go along 
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anu report this bill out if there were added thereto an 
amendment in reference to disarmament and which was a 
direction to the Geneva Conference? 

Mr. FISH. I am glad the gentleman raised this issue. 
I go much farther than this pending arms embargo, pro
vided our neutrality can be preserved. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is not that true? 
· Mr. FISH. I will explain it, and out of my own time, too. 
I go much farther than this proposition. I introduced in 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs-and they had a Demo
cratic majority-a resolution to place a multilateral embargo 
on arms among all nations so that all nations would refuse 
to sell arms and munitions of war. It was reported out of 
the committee by a vote of 15 to 2. It goes far beyond this 
resolution but maintains our traditional policy of neutrality 
and is a step toward peace. 

I admit, Mr. Speaker, that if the pending resolution 
for an embargo on arms were presented to the American 
people without explanation and interpretation they would 
be for it overwhelmingly. But I say to you that if the 
·American people knew the facts we are trying to bring out, 
that this is an aggressor-nation proposition that puts us into 
the League of Nations, they would be 90 percent against it 
as constituting an unneutral and hostile act that would drag 
us into every war. 

When it first came up, advocated by Mr. Hoover, the 
President at that time, and his Secretary of State, some of 
·us were not sure ourselves what it all meant-when it was 
first brought into our committee. 

But when we began to study it and understood this propo
sition, we were against it; we were just 100 percent against 
it in every possible way. That is how we Republicans feel. 
Knowing that if you make it, as you have, a party matter 
you can carry it through 3 to 1 in this House, no matter 
if there were no other voice or no other vote, I for one 
would oppose this resolution all the way through as being 
an act of war and not an act of peace. This is my answer 
to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

As to the other proposition, I wish his party would sup
port a resolution providing for a multilateral treaty or 
agreement among all nations not to sell any munitions of 
war. That is in accordance with the Briand-Kellogg Pact 
to renounce war as an instrument of national policy except 
for purposes of defense. This does just what Mr. Kellogg 
repeatedly said should not be done. He said there should 
be no teeth put into the Briand-Kellogg Pact; that there 
were no sanctions and no embargoes; that it was a mere 
declaration of policy not to resort to war until every effort 
at arbitration had failed, and then only in self-defense. I 
believe in it as a powerful deterrent against war as an 
illegal institution. The same thing is said also by Mr. 
Salmon 0. Levinson, who is probably the instigator of the 
Brfand-Kellogg Pact. I have a letter from him. He op
poses this resolution. I shall ask unanimous consent later 
on to incorporate his letter in my remarks. 

Also, this resolution puts teeth, puts compulsion, puts 
armed force into the Kellogg Pact to determine the ag
gressor nation the world over and will involve us into ewry 
foreign intrigue, every foreign broil and combat that occurs 
because the League of Nations and other leading nations 
will go to the President and say to him: "You have this 
power now and if you do not come in with us, you are not 
cooperating, you are doing a cowardly act. You have the 
power now to lay embargoes and to come in with us and 
say who is the aggressor nation." 

In the particular case, aimed as it is against no other 
nation except Japan at the present time, there is not a 
single nation in the world that would raise its hands if we 
were forced into war by this dangerous and revolutionary 
embargo; and I say to you Democrats, I hope at least some 
of you will read John Bassett Moore's letter to our commit
tee. He is the foremost international lawYer in the world, 
a former member of the World Court, a man who has 
devoted his entire time to international law. 

This resolution presages the destruction of the traditional 
neutrality policy of the United States. I hope the Demo-

crats will try to answer Judge Moore's statement in their 
own time. [Applause.] 

CHICAGO, March 27, 1933. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN FisH: Your telegram received. The funda

mental question of private manufacture and sale of munitions 
and armaments (largely confined to six nations, including our 
own) is unsettled and needs international agreement. Until this 
is settled all embargo proposals are rendered difficult, unsatisfac
tory, and ineffective. However tempting it may be to decre~ some 
legislatively concrete action in a crisis, there are, in my view, at 
least two serious obstacles to be considered: First, .deciding which 
of two countries involved in a quarrel is the aggressor, which 
is always a complicated and dangerous question; or alternatively 
·embargoing both nations, which automatically renders aid to the 
stronger; and, if done ln 1915, would undoubtedly have won the 
World War for Germany; and, secondly, the grotesque and peril
ous situation our country would find itself in if the declared 
embargo in ·and of itself did not stop hostilities. For in such 
event, 1! we designated and embargoed the aggressor, we ·would 
either be cowardly and quit or we would press on with greater 
mechanisms of compulsion and force ending in the actuality of 
war. Some way should be found to get effective control of the 
manufacture and sale of all arms to sovereign hands with agree
ment among the nations to supply basic needs of the nations for 
reasonable defense. and internal order. Moreover, taking sides . by 
embargo of alleged aggressor in South America would knock the 
Monroe Doctrine into a cocked hat; and not taking sides, for 
example, as between Peru and Colombia, but treating them both 
as equally wrong, would be. morally inexcusable. I have no pat
ented or other panacea, but believe as time goes on the peace 
pact, which has been signed by the governments, will be enforced 
by the peoples of the world who are overwhelmingly against war, 
whose ungodly penalties they alone pay. 

Sincerely yours, 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
SALMON 0. LEVINSON. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WEsTL 

Mr. WEST. Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentleman 
from New York, my good friend who has just spoken, has 
very eloquently told you that he wishes to draw back the veil 
in order that we might see what is back of the arms-em
bargo resolution. It is very gratifying to me to see this effort 
made to view our international relations objectively, dispas
sionately, and without prejudice. American foreign policies 
should rest upon a recognition of the underlying facts of our 
international relationships. 

Since the gentleman has suggested that we draw back the 
veil in order to ascertain the facts in connection with this 
proposal, it is entirely proper for us to draw the veil back 
far enough to see just what is back of one of the statements 
in the letter that was read during the course of his argu
ment. It is the contention of the gentleman that the adop
tion of this resolution is the first step toward a surreptitious 
entrance into the League of Nations. 

The basis for this assertion is found in a statement con
tained in a letter from Hamilton Gibson. In order to 
identify the author of the statement I find upon examina
tion that this argument with reference to the League of 
Nations comes from a gentleman from the Gunnery School 
of Washington, Conn., and is written upon the letterhead 
of that institution. This revelat~n seems to me to be highly 
significant in indicating something of the source of the in
formation upon which an argument of the opposition is 
based. 

The assertion has been made by the gentleman who has 
preceded me in this debate that he is not only opposed to 
this proposition now but he has always been opposed to it. 
My recollection is quite definite, however, that when this 
resolution was before the Foreign Affairs Committee during 
the last session that the gentleman agreed to this proposal 
in principle, provided it was limited so as to apply merely to 
American countries. Moreover, in a previous consideration 
of this same proposal of an arms embargo the gentleman 
was entirely willing to accept the principles of the resolu
tion in connection with the effort that was made to in
struct the American delegates to the Disarmament Confer
ence to work for the adoption of a multilateral treaty em
bodying such principles. 

In view of this earlier attitude of favor on the part of 
the gentleman toward this resolution, it is not at all an 
unwarranted conclusion that his present opposition might 
be dictated by considerations of political expediency and 
that he really believes in the principle of an arms embargo. 
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Mr. FISH. I still agree so far as American countries are 

concerned. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WEST. t am very glad to yield to the able and dis

tinguished chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Was there any exception as to any 

country, when the gentleman agreed to this, if we added 
that other provision? 

Mr. WEST. There was no exception, according to my 
understanding. 

Mr. FISH. I think I have already explained that propo-
sition pretty carefully. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WEST. Yes. 
Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. May I suggest that the gen

tleman proceed and let the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FISH] explain in his own time. [Laughter .J 

Mr. WEST. That arrangement is entirely acceptable to 
me. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman from Ohio yield? 
Mr. WEST. Yes, indeed, sir. 
Mr. LOZIER. When the gentleman from New York [Mr. 

FISH] concedes that he favors this principle when applied 
to Latin American nations, does he not destroy the force 
and consistency of his entire argument? 

Mr. WEST. It certainly seems to me that he does. In 
my opinion if a proposal is sound in principle and accept
able for limited application it is likewise sound and. valid 
when it is more widely extended or when given a more gen
eral application. [Applause.] 

During the course of this debate it has been charged by 
the opposition that the grant of this power to the Presi
dent will mean that the authority thus conferred will be 
abused to precipitate war. The assertion is frequently 
made that an arms embargo would enable the President 
to lead the country into war in violation of the constitu
tional prerogative of Congress with reference to the declara
tion of war. It1 is quite true indeed that an unwise and 
unwarranted exercise of the power conferred by this reso
lution might under certain circumstances lead to war. But 
the same thing might properly be said regarding any power 
now possessed by the President. 

At the present time the power of the President in the 
control of foreign policy, in his control over our diplomatic 
correspondence, and in his determination of our interna
tional relationships, exercises an authority which if abused 
might lead to disputes with other nations that would place 
upon Congress the responsibility for declaring war. As 
Commander in Chief of the Army and the NavY the Chief 
Executive can always lead us into situations through naval 
demonstrations or unwarranted exercise of this power that 
might easily lead to a situation which would precipitate war. 
But this does not mean that the President can declare war. 
This power, under the Constitution, must always remain with 
Congress. But to deny to the President a power which can 
be employed constructively with such beneficial effect in the 
promotion of peaceful relations among the states of the 
world simply upon the ground that the power might be 
abused is utterly unwarranted and is inconsistent with the 
integrity of our political institutions and the high character 
of the Chief Executive of this Nation. 

For my part I am entirely willing to place this power in 
the hands of the President of this country with implicit 
confidence and faith in his integrity to use this power along 
with every other power at his command to direct the affairs 
of this Nation in such fashion as to establish and maintain 
peaceful relationships with other nations in full accord with 
the traditional policies of our country. [Applause.] 

More than ever am I encouraged to grant this power to 
the President in view of the courageous action of the present 
Chief Executive in meeting the crisis in our Nation's a:ff airs. 
The chief product of the constructive and statesmanlike 
program of our President has been the great revival of con
fidence on the part of our people in the basic integrity of our 
political and financial institutions. That priceless public 
confidence must be maintained unimpaired until the Presi-

dent has been able to complete his program and bring this 
country out of this depression into a happier and more 
prosperous condition. Nothing would be more wholesome 
and stimulating at this time than to establish the same con
fidence among other peoples of the world in the stability and 
security of international institutions in promoting and safe
guarding peaceful relationships among nations. The .adop
tion of this resolution would place in the hands of the Presi
dent the power to accomplish this great purpose. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WEST. Yes. 
Mr. BACON. Can the gentleman give us any assurance 

that the President will not place any embargo on arms going 
to Japan? 

Mr. WEST. The use of this agency, of course, will depend 
upon the facts in regard to any given situation. Naturally 
no prophecy can be made with reference to any specific 
use of the embargo in the future. But as I have just said, 
I have absolute confidence in the integrity of the President 
of the United States. There is no doubt whatsoever in my 
mind that in any given situation this power will be used 
wisely and justly and in full accord with our established 
American principles with reference to international affairs. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. TINKHAM. Will the gentleman answer a question? 
Mr. WEST. I shall be glad to. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Does the honorable Representative be

lieve that war should be prevented by making war? 
Mr. WEST. The course pursued or the agency adopted 

in any given case to prevent war depends upon the facts of 
that particular case. In this instance the gentleman is 
assuming that this agency of the arms embargo is an act of 
war, and that in this way we use war to prevent war. But 
such an assumption is .unwarranted and unjustified upon 
the basis of the international law of neutrality. The asser
tions of the gentleman of the opposition are based upon an 
unwarranted interpretation of the principles of international 
law. 

If this arms-embargo power is used in time of peace, there 
is no question whatsoever in regard to a violation of the law 
of neutrality. The neutral relationship exists only when 
there is a state of war. Neutrality begins only when there is 
a relation of belligerency between two or more powers. 
When peaceful relations obtain between states, there is no 
question of neutrality, and hence the use of the embargo at 
such a time can in no manner be considered hostile nor un
neutral. 

Since the World War, the international law of neutrality 
has been considerably modified by the adoption of inter
national conventions which have altered the former rela
tionships existing among states. The Covenant of the 
League of Nations, the protocol establishing the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, and the Kellogg-Briand Pact 
for the renunciation of war as a national policy have all 
established new relationships among the nations and have 
greatly modified the principles of neutrality. Under present 
conditions nations engage in various forms of conflict under 
the guise of pacific reprisal, and since war does not exist 
neutrality does not obtain. It is possible in this manner to 
adopt a course of aggression and label it pacific reprisal, and 
the other nations of the world are powerless to interfere in 
the interests of peace and justice and have applied the prin
ciples of international law which should operate. 

Mr. TINKHAM. May I ask the gentleman another ques-
tion? 

Mr. WEST. Yes. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Is the honorable Representative in favor 

of the United States' entering the League of Nations? 
Mr. WEST. Of course, the gentleman understands that 

he is simply asking me for my personal views and that this 
question has no bearing at all on the merits of the ques
tion at issue, which is the adoption of the arms-embargo 
resolution. The decision with reference to the adoption of 
this resolution must rest upon the merits of the proposal 
itself. 
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But I am very glad to inform the gentleman frankly of - this proposal were supporting the general principle embodied 

my own personal opinion regarding the League of Nations in the resolution or this particular resolution? 
since he is interested in knowing it, which is, that I favor Mr. WEST. The hearings were on this particular reso-
both the League of Nations and the World Court and other lution. 
international organizations which exist for the promotion Mr. MOTT. May I ask another question? Why is it 
and maintenance of peaceful relations among nations. necessary to give this authority to the President to decide 

The distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. FrsH] when such an embargo shall be put into effect, rather than 
has sought, however, to discredit this resolution before us to allow the Congress to decide that after the President 
by endeavoring to put on it the label of the League of Na- might notify the Congress as to his findings on the proposi
tions. Knowing that in some quarters there is a prejudice tion? 
against the League of Nations, he tries to direct that same Mr. WEST. The power to declare this embargo exists in 
prejudice to this proposal. But, of course, it is perfectly the government of every important arms-producing coun
clear that you cannot answer an argument in favor of a try, with the exception, as I understand, of Czechoslovakia. 
proposal simply by calling it names or attaching a label to it. Authorities maintain that this power does exist now in the 
Again I say that the decision with reference to this resolu- President's control of international affairs, that that Presi
tion must be based upon the merits of the proposal itself. dent could in cooperation with other nations, adopt a course 

Since the League of Nations has entered into this dis- of action, embody it in a treaty, and have the treaty referred 
cussion, may I say that there is not only prejudice with to the Senate fQr confirmation. You would, of course, get 
reference to this institution but lack of understanding re- this result. 
garding its true nature. The League is not a state, does This resolution simplifies the procedure. Congress is tak
not possess sovereignty, and exists merely as a new agency ing this step of directing the course of the President along 
for handling international business. It is a new system a certain line, subject, however, to conditions to be met. 
designed to take the place of the old devices of diplomacy first, that there shall exist in the world a condition which 
and to be representative of the various viewpoints of the threatens peace, and the cooperation of the other nations 
member states. It takes no action of itself in connection producing arms. This course goes into effect when other 
with major issues, but when broad international action is nations agree with the President to act in unison in any 
taken on vital questions the decisions of the League are given situation. That course does not necessarily rest upon 
embodied in treaty agreements which are ratified by the treaty ag:::eement. We have the various Executive agree
member states. The League's action is wise or unwise de- ments that have been adopted in times past that have per
pending upon the wisdom of the concerted action of its mitted unified action by nations not on the basis of treaty. 
members. It can truthfully be said that the League at any There is nothing that transcends the Constitution in this 
given time simply reft.ects the maximum amount of cooper- provision. It is merely directing the course of the President 
ation which exists in the world with reference to any along this line to make it possible for him to act immedi
given course, and is simply the device used by the nations ately in cooperation with other nations. 
to make their agreements effective. Mr. MO'IT. There is nothing in this resolution, however, 

But in this discussion let me make myself perfectly clear providing for ratification by Congress of the action of the 
in regard to the question of the League in this argument. President, is there? 
This vieWPoint is merely my own. given in reply to a direct Mr. WEST. Such action is unnecessary if there is no 
·question, and is not the position of the committee. The treaty engagement undertaken in connection with it. It is 
gentleman of the opposition has, by bringing up the subject merely an understanding, an Executive agreement, and we 
of the League, sought to divert our attention from the main have numerous instances of that that could be presented 
point at issue. The adoption of the arms-embargo resolu- to show that he can act on the basis of this. 
tion is in no sense whatsoever a step toward entrance into Mr. BLOOM. And Congress could revoke it at any time. 
the League, and the conclusions and arguments of the gen- Mr. WEST. That is true. 
tleman with respect to this are totally unwarranted. Mr. FREAR. And the gentleman presumes that Con-

At the present time the United States is cooperating with gress is always in session. If it is not, the President would 
other nations in many ways for the accomplishment of have to call Congress into session from all parts of the 
many different purposes, sometimes through the agencies of country to determine whether or not this action should be 
the League and sometimes without. The proposal before us taken. 
today is nothing more than an authorization of power to the Mr. WEST. That is the case. This resolution gives the 
President to enable him more completely and faithfully t,o President the power to use when Congress is not in session. 
work out a course of action in conjunction with other Our distinguished friends of the opposition base then· case 
nations that will be fully in accord with our traditional with reference to neutrality on the testimony of John Bas-
American foreign policies. sett Moore. I yield to no one in my admiration for the 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield? great work of John Bassett Moore, a great international 
Mr. WEST. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. lawyer. Fifteen or twenty years ago I first read interna-
Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman state who appeared tional law from his Digest. I have the greatest respect for 

before the committee in opposition to this resolution? the great mind of John Bassett Moore in the field of in-
Mr. WEST. Statements in opposition were made by John ternational law. I also have respect for Professor Borch-

Bassett Moore and Dr. Borchard, of Yale. ard, his disciple, who follows out his program and defends 
Mr. BRIGGS. And was that the only testimony in oppo- the work and views of John Bassett Moore. 

sition? But let me say this: The ideas of John Bassett Moore with 
Mr. WEST. I will defer to my colleague to answer that. reference to neutrality crystallized in 1907, when they were 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Did not the munition manu- embodied in his great work and when they were embodied in 

facturers of Connecticut appear in opposition to it? the Hague Convention of that year, and later in the declara-
Mr. WEST. Yes, indeed; the munitions makers appeared tion of London. He has not taken into account the develop

in opposition. The favorable testimony came from groups ments in international law during and since the World War. 
all over the country from representative organizations, and Let me read you a statement from our distinguished Demo
those in opposition rested on the statements by representa- cratic leader during the World War, President Wilson. In 
tives of the munition manufacturers, and their testimony, an address at Cincinnati on October 26. 1916, President 
from my recollection, was not only inaccurate but unsound Wilson said: 
and was based upon lack of information in regard to the This is the last war of any kind that involves the world that 
whole traffic in arms. the United States can keep out of. I say this because I believe the 

Mr MOTT M I · · f th tl h th th business of neutrality is over, not because I want it to be over · · ay mqm.re 0 e gen eman W e er e but I mean this, that war now has such a scale that the position 
witnesses who appeared before the committee and supported of neutrals sooner or later becomes intolerable. 

LXXVII-108 
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Dr. Hershey, in commenting on this statement, says: 
No doubt the role and scope of neutrality in future wars will 

be much reduced and the character of neutral rights and duties 
will be greatly modified. But it is impossible to foresee what 
course this development will take. It may, however, not be too 
hazardous to predict that in a war waged under the auspices 
of a powerful League, the freedom of the seas will hardly be 
respected, even to the extent that has been the case in the past, 
and the forces cooperating to protect the covenants of the League 
will not hesitate to cross land frontiers of members of the 
League, more particularly in view of their obligations under XVI 
of the Covenant. 

That old doctrine of neutrality ended in the last war; 
and since the World War, agencies have been set up in 
international afiairs to make any question of international 
dispute a matter of concern to other nations of the world, 
it is now highly important that we give to the President 
every agency we can to enable him to cope with the new 
situation. 

My friends, it is now nearly 20 years since the beginning 
of the World War, nearly a generation. Prior to that time 
for many years nations made investments in the business 
of war. In my judgment, it is now time that we reverse 
this procedure and begin to make investments in the busi
ness of peace. The adoption of this arms-embargo resolu
tion is a step toward this worthy purpose. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes, and 
then, I understand, the gentleman from Tennessee will move 
to adjourn. 

I did not want to interrupt my colleague; but when he 
said I favored using this embargo against American coun
tries and that was exactly the same principle, I wish to 
call attention to the fact that we still have the Monroe 
Doctrine, and that certainly we have moral obligations 
toward South American and Central American countries. 
The President already has the power to place an embargo in 
American countries where there is domestic violence. I am 
ready and willing and glad to vote for any proposition to 
extend that power to American countries that are on the 
verge of war or actual belligerents in view of the Monroe 
Doctrine, in view of our geographical situation, and our 
moral obligations; but more than that, I believe we must 
first consider the interests, the welfare, and safety of Amer
ica first, and we do not jeopardize our interests, or our 
welfare, or our safety if we apply this resolution solely to 
American countries. 

Now, I say to the gentleman from Ohio CMr. WEST], who 
has just finished an able address and who is, as he states, 
friendly to the League of Nations, that he did interpret very 
properly the position of those who are in favor of this em
bargo, and that is, that it totally scraps the fundamental 
and time-honored neutrality laws and policy of the United 
States. That was the question I raised. The gentleman 
admitted it in his speech, that in effect it destroys our tra
ditional policy of neutrality, and I have yet to hear from 
any Democrat who denies the contention of John Bassett 
Moore that this embargo resolution is the end to American 
neutrality. 

Mr. Speaker, as far as we are concerned, we have con
cluded for this afternoon. 
REFINANCING SMALL-HOME-OWNER MORTGAGES (H.DOC. NO. 19) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes
sage from the President of the United States, which was 
read and, together with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered 
to be printed: 

To the Congress: 
As a further and urgently necessary step in the program 

to promote economic recovery, I ask the Congress for leg
islation to protect small-home owners from foreclosure and 
to relieve them of a portion of the burden of excessive inter
est and principal payments incurred during the period of 
higher values and higher earning power. 

Implicit in the legislation which I am suggesting to you 
is a declaration of national policy. This policy is that the 
broad interests of the Nation require that special safeguards 

'should be thrown around home ownership as a guaranty of 
social and economic stability, and that to protect home own
ers from inequitable enforced liquidation, in a time of gen
eral distress is a proper concern of the Government. 

The legislation I propose fallows the general lines of the 
farm mortgage refinancing bill. The terms are such as to 
impose the least possible charge upon the National Treas
ury consistent with the objects sought. It provides ma
chinery through which existing mortgage debts on small 
homes may be adjusted to a sound basis of values without 
injustice to investors at substantially lower interest rates 
and with provision for postponing both interest and prin
cipal payments in cases of extreme need. The resources to 
be made available through a bond issue to be guaranteed as 
t? interest only by the Treasury will, it is thought, be suffi
cient to meet the needs of those to whom other methods 
of :financing are not available. At the same time the plan 
of settlement will provide a standard which should put an 
end to present uncertain and chaotic conditions that create 
fear and despair among both home owners and investors. 

Legislation of this character is a subject that demands 
our most earnest, thoughtful, and prompt consideration. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 13, 1933. 

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following state .. 
ment by the House Office Building Commission, which was 
read: 

.ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, 
Washington, D.C., April 13, 1933. 

NEW HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

The Members of the House will no doubt be interested in cer
tain facts relative to the New House Office Building. 

Public No. 648, Seventieth Congress, approved January 10, 1929, 
authorized for the site and construction of the New House Office 
Building $8,400,000. Of this authorized amount, $7,560,000 was the 
authorized limit of cost for the building. 

The site cost $1,077,745.74 and the cost of the building, esti
mated as of this date, is $6,280,254, an anticipated saving under 
the authorized limit of cost for site and build1ng of $1,042,000. 

The original authorization did not include furnishings. How
ever, the Congress, in Public No. 5, Seventy-second Congress, ap
proved February 2, 1932, authorized the expenditure of not to 
exceed $400,000, to be included in the authorized limit of cost 
for building and site, for this purpose. In view of the low prices 
obtaining it was possible to secure the furnishings for approxi
mately $228,000. 

To summarize, the site was secured, the building provided, and 
completely furnished for $814,000 less than the authorized limit of 
cost of the entire project. 

The extras involved in the construction of this building amount 
to less than one half of 1 per cent of the total cost of construc
tion, which is considered to be highly satisfactory. 

We consider it only fair, however, that the House should be 
informed that certain items of furnishings have not been provided 
which the House may rteem of sufficient importance to give con
sideration to in the immediate future. The fixed seats in the 
assembly room, which provides a seating capacity for 400, have 
been omitted. Also the barber shop bas not been completely 
equipped. 

We are pleased to inform the Members of the House that the 
new office building will be ready for occupancy on April 20, 1933, 
and it is proposed to move Members' effects into this building 
immed1ately after the 2oth o! this month, moves to be made on 
the basis of seniority. The building provides two hundred and 
fifty-one 2-room suites of offices, 12 committee rooms, and 1 
assembly room. 

The square immediately west of the new building has been 
graded, and arrangements are under way to provide parking space 
for cars of Members occupying the present and new building. 

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING COMMISSION, 
HENRY T. RAINEY. 
EDWARD w. Pou. 
!sAAC BACHARACH. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. BANKHEAD <at the request of Mr. McDUFFIE), in
definitely, on account of illness; 

To Mr. CLARKE of New York, for 2 days, on account of 
important engagements; and 

To Mr. GIBSON, for 1 week, on account of important busi
ness. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 
58 minutes p.m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri
day, April 14, 1933, at 12 o'clock noon. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally ref erred as follows: 
By Mr. McLEOD: A bill <H.R. 4974) to extend facilities 

of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to relieve de
positors in the First National Bank-Detroit, and the Guard
ian National Bank of Commerce, of Detroit, and to extend 
the same relief to other closed banks throughout the United 
·States, for the purpose of aiding in resumption of indus-
trial activity and normal banking relations throughout the 
United States; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DIMOND: A bill <H.R. 4975) to authorize the 
entry of fur-farming homesteads on the public lands of 
Alaska; to the Committee on ·the Public Lands. 

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill <H.R. 4976) authorizing the sale 
of certain Government property in the District of Columbia; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WEA VER: A bill <H.R. 4977) to provide for the 
purchase of lands for the Great Smoky Mountains Na
tional Park; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BEITER: A bill (H.R. 4978) to authorize the post
ponement of ayments of premiums on Government life
insurance policies for a period not exceeding 2 years, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on World War Veterans' 
Legislation. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H.R. 4979) to amend an act 
approved December 17, 1928, entitled "An act conferring 
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and enter judgment thereon in claims which the 
Winnebago Tribe of Indians may have against the United 
States, and for other purposes"; to the Committee on In
dian A.ff airs. 

By Mr. STEAGALL: A bill (H.R. 4980) to provide emer
gency relief with respect to home-mortgage indebtedness, to 
refinance home mortgages, to extend relief to the owners 
of homes occupied by them and who are unable to amor
tize their debt elsewhere, to amend the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act, to increase the market for obligations of the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DEEN: A bill <H.R. 4981) to prohibit the manu
facture and sale of stamped envelopes and wrappers and 
to prohibit the sale by post offices of printed envelopes and 
wrappers; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. LEMKE: A bill (H.R. 4982) to establish a bime
tallic system of currency, employing gold and silver, to fix 
the relative value of gold and silver, to provide for the free 
coinage of silver as well as gold, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. O'CONNOR: Resolution CH.Res. 107) to amend 
clause 4 of rule XXVII of the Rules of the House of Repre
sentatives; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BUCHANAN: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 152) to 
provide for the payment of pages for the Senate and House 
of Representatives for the first session of the Seventy-third 
Congress; agreed to. 

By Mr. TREADWAY: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 153) pro
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally ref erred as follows: 
By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H.R. 4983) granting a pension to 

John C. Miller; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. ADAMS: A bill <H.R. 4984) for the relief of Harry 

C. Saxton; to the Committe~ on Claims. 

By Mr. BEITER: A bill <H.R. 4985) for the relief of Felix 
Nowicki; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill (H.R. 4986) granting a pension to 
Leroy Hollon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 4987) granting a pension to George Ann 
Evans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 4988) granting a pension to James P. 
Stallings; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 4989) granting an increase of pension to 
Minnie Wheeler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 4990) for the relief of Alfred Harris; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 4991) for the relief of William Pierce; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 4992) authorizing the payment of com
pensation to Laura Roush for the death of her husband, 
William C. Roush; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 4993) for the relief of Lt. P. A. Haas; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 4994) granting an increase of pension to 
Dora Alice Lee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COLLINS: A bill <H.R. 4995) for the relief of 
Walter B. Price; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: A bill <H.R. 4996) granting a pension 
to Haden M. Klinefelter; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 4997) granting an increase of pension 
to Amanda E. Waldron; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FORD: A bill <H.R. 4998) for the relief of Afton A. 
Brown; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HOOPER: A bill <H.R. 4999) for the relief of 
W. H. Le Due; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: A bill <H.R. 5000) for the 
relief of Sophie Carter; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McCANDLESS: A bill <H.R. 5001) to amend Pri
vate Law No. 228, Seventy-second Congress, an act for the 
relief of the Dongji Investment Co., Ltd.; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 5002) for the relief of Yamato Sesoko; · 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By .Mr. McCORMACK: A bill (H.R. 5003) to incorporate 
the National Society of Women Descendants of the Ancient 
and Honorable Artillery Company; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONAGHAN: A bill (H.R. 5004) for the relief of 
Joe Petran; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ROMJUE: A bill <H.R. 5005) granting a pension 
to Sarah Jane Clutter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWEENEY: A bill <H.R. 5006) to reimburse the 
estate of Mary Agnes Roden; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of South Carolina: A bill <H.R. 5007) 
for the relief of Lissie Maud Green; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill <H.R. 5008) granting an increase 
of pension to Jacob Schneider, Jr.; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and ref erred as follows: 
519. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of the board of managers of 

the Silk Association of America, Inc., favoring a Federal 
law, during the existing emergency, forbidding the employ~ 
ment of any person in all industry more than 30 hours per 
week, such law to take into consideration the comparative 
competitive position of United States industry with foreign 
industry; to the Committee on Labor. 

520. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the Forest City Branch, 
No. 40, National Association of Letter Carriers, urging that 
substitute carriers receive the work on routes whenever the 
regular carriers are off duty for any reason whatsoever; to 
the Committee on the Post Office p.nd Post Roads. 

521. By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens 
of Oakmont and Verona, Pa., suggesting action to relieve 
depression; to the Committee on Labor. 

522. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Memorial of the 
Senate of the State of New York, calling upon the Congress 
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of the United States to enact legislation forbidding the sale 
of flags of the United States manufactured abroad in this 
country; to the Committee on Labor. 

523. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Eberhard Faber Pencil 
Co., Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of House bill 3677; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

524. Also, petition of Motion Picture Theater Owners of 
America, New York City, opposing House Resolution No. 95; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

525. Also, petition of American Safety Razor Corporation, 
Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring restoration of 2-cent letter post
age; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

526. Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Book
binders, Washington, D.C., concerning the 30-hour week bill 
to include newspapers and periodicals; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

527. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of American Safety Razor 
Corporation, Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring restoration of the 2-
cent letter postage; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

528. Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Book
binders, favoring the passage of the Black-Connery bills, 
S. 158 and H.R. 4557, with certain amendments; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

529. Also, petition of Eberhard Faber Pencil Co., Brook
lyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of House bill 3677, with cer
tain amendments; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

530. Also, petition of Motion Picture Theatre Owners of 
America, New York City, opposing the passage of House 
Resolution 95; to the Committee on Rules. 

531. By Mr. SEGER: Petition of Garret A. Hobart and 
William Paterson Chapters, Daughters of the American 
Revolution, Paterson, N.J., opposing recognition of Soviet 
Russia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. . 

532. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of Holiday Association 
of Crosby, N.Dak., urging the immediate passage of legisla
tion to refinance farm indebtedness under the provisions of 

·the Frazier bill or a similar proposal; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

533. By Mr. TAYLOR . of Colorado: Resolution of the 
county chamber of commerce of Montrose, Colo., urging the 
larger use of silver in the monetary system of the United 
States on the present basis of ratio of coinage; to the Com
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, APRIL 14, 1933 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, Apr. 11, 1933) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a mes
sage from the House of Representatives. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill (H.R. 4795) to provide emergency relief with 
respect to agricultural indebtedness, to refinance farm 
mortgages at lower rates of interest, to amend and supple
ment the Federal Farm Loan Act, to provide for the orderly 
liquidation of joint-stock land banks, and for other pur
poses, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the enrolled joint resolution CH.J.Res. 152> 
to provide for the payment of pages for the Senate and 
House of Representatives for the first session of the 
Seventy-third Congress, and it was signed by the Vice 
President. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I note the absence of a 
quorum and request a roll call. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk _ called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Copeland Kean Pope 
Ashurst Costigan Kendrick Reed 
Austin Couzens Keyes Reynolds 
Bachman Cutting King Robinson, Ark. 
Bailey Dickinson La Follette Robinson, Ind. 
Bankhead Dieterich Lewis Russell 
Barbour Dill Logan Schall 
Barkley Duffy Lonergan Sheppard 
Black Erickson Long Shipstead 
Bone Fess McAdoo Smith 
Borah Fletcher McCarran Steiwer 
Bratton Frazier McGill Stephens 
Brown George McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Glass McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Goldsborough Metcalf Townsend 
Byrd Gore Murphy Trammell 
Byrnes Hale Neely Vandenberg 
Capper Harrison Norbeck Van Nuys 
Caraway Hastings Norris Wagner 
Carey Hatfield Nye Walcott 
Clark Hayden Overton Walsh 
Connally Hebert Patterson Wheeler 
Coolidge Johnson Pittman White 

Mr. LEWIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] is necessarily detained from the 
Senate today. · 

Mr. REED. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr. 
DAVIS] is still detained from the Senate on account of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

INTERNATIONAL PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE ON COMMERCE 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of State, referring to his letter of March 
27, 1933, concerning an invitation to the Eighteenth Plenary 
Assembly of the International Parliamentary Conference on 
Commerce to be held at Rome beginning next week, and 
transmitting copy of a pamphlet entitled " Rapports et 
Notices Relatifs aux Questions Inscrites a son Programme" 
<Reports and Notices Relating to Questions Included in the 
Program) , which, with the accompanying pamphlet, was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE PANAMA CANAL (S.DOC. NO. 26) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Governor of the Panama Canal, submitting, pur
suant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a 
detailed report of the functions of the Panama Canal, the 
statutory authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, 
etc., which, with the accompanying report, was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE PANAMA RAILROAD CO. (S.DOC. NO. 27) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the president of the Panama Railroad Co., submitting, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, 
a detailed report of the functions of the company, the stat
utory authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, etc., 
which, with the accompanying report, was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted at the third annual meeting of the Texas Livestock 
Marketing Association, at Fort Worth, Tex., endorsing the 
Agricultural Marketing Act and the work of the Federal 
Farm Board, and urging the retention of said act and the 
continuation of its administration under the Federal Farm 
Board, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted at the 
third annual meeting of stockholders of the National Finance 
Credit Corporation of Texas, at Fort Worth, Tex., endorsing 
the present set-up of the livestock credit corporations pro
vided by the Agricultural Marketing Act and operated and 
administered under the Federal Farm Board, and favoring 
the continuation and strengthening of the livestock credit 
corporations provided by the Agricultural Marketing Act and 
also the retention of said act and of the Federal Farm Board. 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 
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